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    Hygroneiric, adj. [Greek ὑγρός ‘wet’ and ὄνειρος ‘dream’] 
 
    If a puerifugal nurse reclines with an elderly patient, and he 
    has a wet dream, does that make her a wet nurse?   
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Method of lexicological analysis 
 
 In their paper ‘Integrating Neoclassical Combining Forms into a Lexeme-Based 
Morphology’, Dany Amiot and Georgette Dal point out that in Greek1 or Latin, 
combining forms were usually ‘lexemes with grammatical words associated’; whereas, in 
their borrowing languages, they can only ‘appear as bound constituents of lexemes, 
without receiving associated grammatical words’ (p.323). From a diachronic perspective, 
we notice that these elements of Greek or Latin have provided English, as well as other 
modern languages, with an opportunity to add to their lexicon a set of scholarly words in 
the scientific and technical fields. According to the Oxford English Dictionary, the word 
‘homicide’ entered the English lexicon c1375 via French, which had been using it since 
the 12th century. In Latin, ‘homicide’ has a case inflection associated with the lexical unit  
(‘… ad homicidium pertinere2 …’ Saint Augustine), but in the borrowing languages, the 
case inflection was dropped, and the lexical unit became a fragment of a lexeme. 
Subsequently, other composites with the element -cide were borrowed, either directly 
from Latin or Greek or indirectly via French: fratricide (c1450), parricide (c1545), 
regicide (1548), matricide (1594), etc. To make up for the loss of case inflection, these 
composites began to merge with the vernacular lexicon of English by undergoing 
derivation across the major lexical categories. ‘Homicide’ became verbalized by 
functional shift in ‘homicide’ (c1470); it became adjectivized by suffixation in 
‘homicidious’ (1632), ‘homicidal’ (1725) and ‘homicidial’ (1808). In addition to this, 
semantic changes occurred within lexical categories. In the aforementioned examples 
with -cide, each of them was at first used as an agent, and then as the action of killing. 
However, ‘homicide’ stands as the prototype of all the composites in -cide in Latin and, 
interestingly, we will examine how the borrowing languages over time have reapplied 
this prototypical rule to make up their own neoclassical composites (e.g. apricide) or 
hybrid composites (e.g. poultrycide). Laurie Bauer (1998) mentions that these 
neoclassical composites ‘are not classical words, but are formed in English according to 
the principles of classical languages’ (p.404). At this point, how to draw the line between 
a classical composite and a neoclassical composite is questionable. Latin and Greek have 
been continuously contributing to enlarge the lexicon of modern languages; therefore, 
classical and neoclassical composites form a continuum rather than forming discreet 
categories. As to whether these composites belong to their original language or are 
assimilated in the borrowing languages also needs consideration. It is clear that in their 
original language, they functioned as lexemes; whereas, in the borrowing languages, they 
are merely protolexical elements onto which other elements have to be attached. This 
creates difficulty for lexicologists, who have to determine to what morphemic category3 
these protolexical elements belong.   
 The question that is raised by Bauer in the title of his article ‘Is there a class of 
neoclassical compounds, and if so is it productive?’ will represent the first part of my 
analysis. However, my approach will be of a somewhat different nature; the method I am 
proposing to follow consists in separating combining forms from other morphemic 
categories by enhancing their specificity and heterogeneity. I will then review the concept 
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and process of compounding and apply its theories to composites with combining forms. 
I will prove that, as a separate and heterogeneous morphemic category, their integration 
into the lexicon is incomplete, and that their participation in the process of compounding 
is more limited than that of complete lexemes. I will also tackle the distinct semantic 
features that prevent them from being integrated, as complete lexemes are. Beyond these 
restrictions, I will demonstrate how combining forms that are realized as foreign 
compounds tend to be in complementary distribution with native compounds. I will give 
further evidence that, in spite of their specific semantic pattern, they have not become a 
closed set of elements, but lend themselves to lexical productivity. A lexicographical 
analysis, with comparisons between different editions of the same dictionary, will support 
my argument for continuous dynamic development.   
 
 
Method of lexicographical analysis 
 
 The labeling of unbound lexemes has been an uninterrupted problem over many 
decades. Tvrtko Prćić (2005) claims that current labeling is ‘inconsistent and confusing’ 
(p.314), and that contradiction is commonplace in this area. There are actually three 
major problems that are being raised:  
 
• Combining forms and affixes are commonly confounded, as well as combining 
 forms and other fragments of lexemes. 
 
 Jean Tournier (1985) points out that even the most illustrious dictionaries have 
been confounding affixes with combining forms. These elements are essentially 
intensifiers, whether they are augmentative and diminutive (e.g. macro-, mega-, giga-, 
mini-, micro-, etc.); multipliers and divisors (e.g. kilo-, deci-, milli-, etc.); or numerals 
(e.g. tetra-, penta-, etc.). Other constituents that have the potential to occur either in the 
initial or final position may also be affected. For example, the Concise Oxford Dictionary 
classifies octo- as a combining form but nano- as a prefix. The elements bi- and hemi- are 
labeled prefixes in the 5th, 6th and 7th editions and combining forms in the 8th, 9th, 10th and 
11th editions. Likewise, phono- is classified as a combining form, whereas -phone is 
classified as a suffix. Such random labeling can make it difficult to select combining 
forms from a dictionary on the basis of their classification.  
 
• The morphology of combining forms is inconsistent and shows a lack of 
 etymological knowledge. 
 
 Prćić indicates that the second edition of the Oxford English Dictionary has two 
entries that are cross-referred: -logy and -ology. We will see that neither of these 
combining forms is a legitimate entry form, as they bear one and two affixes, 
respectively. The correct entry form should be -log-. As for Prćić’s position of 
considering the interfixes -o- in Greek and -i- in Latin to be parts of their initial 
combining forms, I esteem that this is quite hazardous, based on etymic evidence, and I 
advocate a more accountable and objective perspective instead, namely, the ‘theory of 
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interfixation’ whereby each combining form would have a single entry form, whether this 
combining form is initial, final, or both.  
 Another aspect of etymic confusion concerns an element like heli-, which is 
labeled a combining form in the Oxford English Dictionary, when it is actually a 
truncated form of the combining form -helic- from Greek ἕλιξ, ἕλικος ‘spiral’. Heli- is not 
a splinter either, but an element of a blend, and it lends itself to blending with other 
constituents (e.g. heli[copter] + [air]port > heliport). It has a semantic function but no 
etymic foundation. 
 Unfortunately, lexicographers are not meticulous enough when choosing their 
entry forms, and that makes their classification somewhat erratic.    
 
• A few combining forms are lexicalized as composites, that is to say, they are 
 concatenated with other bound or unbound lexemes, but they have no entry form 
 of their own.  
 
 As I started collecting combining forms from dictionaries, it came to my attention 
that a few composites had no entry form for their individual elements. An example is 
‘helobious’ from Greek ἕλος, ἕλεος ‘marsh’ and βίος ‘life’. It is clearly defined as ‘living 
in marshes’. However, there is no entry form -hel-, nor is there, other than bio-, an entry 
form that would indicate the potential for the combining form derived from βίος to occur 
in the final position as well. Another peculiar example is ‘hemeralopia’ from Greek 
ήµέρα ‘day’ and ἀλὤψ, ἀλὀπός ‘blindness’, which contrasts with ‘nyctalopia’. The latter 
finds its entry form as a combining form nycto- but the former is absent as -hemer-. This 
lack of lexicalized entry forms for individual combining forms has made my task of 
collecting data more arduous than planned, as I had to look not only for combining forms, 
but also for composites made with combining forms.     
 Hereafter, in order to avoid any confusion as to what combining forms are and 
how they differ both from other fragmented elements and from complete lexemes, I will 
refer to them as ‘quasi-lexemes’, and I will subsequently provide evidence for their 
heterogeneous character. In fact, previous analyses of quasi-lexemes have been 
contradictory as to whether they should be assimilated with affixes or with lexemes, and 
as we just observed, lexicographical criteria, in that respect, have proved inconsistent. In 
my research, the chief purpose of dictionaries will be to verify the lexicalization of each 
quasi-lexeme found as an entry form or in a composite, as well as its origin and date of 
first occurrence. In order to lend support to my approach, I will make use of some 978 
quasi-lexemes4 I have compiled over the years from three major dictionaries which, 
despite their inconsistencies, have the merit of offering a solid sample of quasi-lexemes: 
the Oxford English Dictionary (OED), the American Heritage Dictionary (AHD), and the 
Webster’s Third New International Dictionary (W3). There is no standardized set of 
nomenclature in these general dictionaries, which have integrated non-technical quasi-
lexemes and occasionally technical ones. My method of selection of quasi-lexemes will 
be based upon whether or not two out of three dictionaries have integrated the quasi-
lexeme. If the quasi-lexeme is not present in at least two dictionaries as an individual 
element or in a composite, it will be ruled out. This method is intended to make the 
selection as large as possible, while preventing a possible error due to the one dictionary. 
Following the same procedure, technical quasi-lexemes that are lexicalized in these 
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dictionaries will be selected, but those that are not lexicalized in at least two dictionaries 
will be ruled out, for the sake of data limitation. It will be interesting to observe, from a 
semasiological perspective, how the integrated technical quasi-lexemes are formed and if 
they follow the same semantic pattern as non-technical ones. Semasiology suggests that, 
rather than approaching quasi-lexemes inductively, the purpose of having a large data set 
is to be able to perform a deductive analysis. In that way, we should be equipped to 
discern more accurately the category (or categories) to which these elements belong, and 








































PART I.  QUASI-LEXEMES: BOUND LEXICAL ELEMENTS 
 
 
 A. Defining quasi-lexemes 
 
 Peter Matthews (1974) defines the lexeme as being a member of the major lexical 
categories of noun, verb, or adjective with a constant and entirely specified meaning. 
Quasi-lexemes, commonly referred to as ‘combining forms’ are similar in that respect. 
According to Valerie Adams (2001), they derive from Latin and Greek adjectives, verbs, 
or nouns, as opposed to prefixes, which usually derive from prepositions or adverbs. The 
hypothesis according to which quasi-lexemes are strictly affixes would have no other 
criterion than their boundness. However, their semantic content proves otherwise. As for 
Lionel Guierre (1979), he asserts that although they share common features with 
complete lexemes, quasi-lexemes are different because of formal, distributional, and 
segmental properties. This leaves us with two significant approaches in determining to 
what morphemic category quasi-lexemes belong. The first approach is that they are either 
affixes or lexemes depending on their meaning. This is a perspective adopted by Danielle 
Corbin (2001) among others. The second approach is that they are neither affixes nor 
lexemes. Beatrice Warren (1990) maintains that they are irreducible to the already 
established categories of word formation. These two approaches have the merit of 
considering quasi-lexemes as being elements that are outside of the norm.  
 When differentiating affixes from lexemes, Amiot and Dal assert that affixes, to 
which they refer in a broad sense as exponents of LCRs (exponents of ‘Lexeme 
Construction Rules’), are ‘the result of the application of a rule to lexemes’, as opposed 
to lexemes being ‘the concatenation of morphemes’ (p.328). Bernard Fradin and 
Françoise Kerleroux (2009) define the lexeme in relation to the affix as follows: ‘We call 
lexeme […] a linguistic entity onto which exponents of LCRs are attached’ (p.84)5. If we 
look at quasi-lexemes, we observe that they preferably concatenate with each other         
(e.g. -hom- + -cid- > homicide), but not necessarily (e.g. phonic, cranial). Yet they are 
bound elements, which entails two principles: they have a semantic content similar to 
complete lexemes belonging to the categories of noun, verb, or adjective, and they need 
at least one affix to form a complete lexeme. We will subsequently address the cases of 
linguistic ‘morph’ and mathematical ‘graph’, which seem to contradict the law of affix 
requirement but actually do not, since these lexemes should be analyzed diachronically as 
examples of apocope.   
 
 
 B. Contrasting quasi-lexemes with other bound lexical elements  
 
 Although various contemporary morphologists have extended the category of 
quasi-lexemes to fracto-lexemes, truncated elements, elements of blends, paleo-lexemes, 
or whatever fragment of a word that is used in combination with another, I will restrict 
my analysis to the category of bound classical or neoclassical elements and provide 




 1. Quasi-lexemes versus affixes 
 
 In his categorial analysis, Prćić attempts to compare initial quasi-lexemes with 
prefixes. We will find out that the statements he makes could be generally applied to final 
quasi-lexemes and suffixes as well. Therefore, I will take the liberty of extending his 
results to all quasi-lexemes and affixes where applicable.  
 As Prćić explains, the similarities between quasi-lexemes and affixes are threefold: 
both of them are bound elements with identifiable form, content, and function; they are 
not viable by themselves; and they form outputs of binary structures. Although we would 
think of a secondary compound like ‘ethnoarchaeology’ as having a ternary structure, let 
us consider that, from a strictly synchronic point of view, the constituent -ethn- 
concatenates with the lexeme ‘archaeology’ to form an output with a binary structure. 
 As for the differences between quasi-lexemes and affixes, Prćić asserts that affixes 
are a closed set of elements6, they have no distinctive form, and no affix concatenation is 
allowed by rule. Quasi-lexemes are an open set of elements, they prototypically end in a 
vowel, and they concatenate with each other and with lexemes. Overall, the differences 
between quasi-lexemes and affixes, he postulates, are greater than their similarities.  
 The fundamental statement I will make about quasi-lexemes is that they combine 
preferably but not necessarily with each other. Affixes do not have this property, at least 
in the general lexicon. Tournier (1985) points out that there are highly technical terms of 
organic chemistry that are made up solely of affixes. However, the issue that I am about 
to raise concerning quasi-lexemes and the transitional stages that sometimes lead them to 
become affixes could apply in reverse to affixes turning into lexemes or fragments of 
lexemes.  
 Traditional linguistics claims that quasi-lexemes, when combined with other quasi-
lexemes, can occur in the initial position (e.g. -micr- in ‘amicrobic’ from Greek µικρός 
‘small’) or final position (e.g. -cid- in ‘genocidal’ from Latin caedere ‘to kill’). There are 
quasi-lexemes that have the potential to occur either in the initial or final position (e.g.     
-graph- in ‘graphology’ or ‘stenography’ from Greek γράφειν ‘to write’). To that claim, 
Tournier has added that in order to be called quasi-lexemes, elements like -micr- or -cid- 
should have the potential, whether they are realized or not, to occur in the initial or final 
position. If not, they would be restricted to the category of affix. 
 Amiot and Dal have provided a fresh perspective on the issue of initial or final 
position by discerning several varieties of quasi-lexemes. They have analyzed four quasi-
lexemes in French to illustrate the different prototypes we can expect to find. I would like 
to summarize the result of their research:   
 
• Lud- is a quasi-lexeme that is used initially to form a complete lexeme (e.g. ludible, 
ludology, etc.). In French, it is in complementary distribution with the lexeme jeu, which 
may, in turn, be used finally when derived (e.g. interjeu, contre-jeu, etc.). Further on, 
they assert that lud- and jeu are indeed the same lexeme with different ‘graphemic and 






•  -anthrop-, as a quasi-lexeme of Greek origin, is in complementary distribution, not 
with a vernacular French lexeme, but with its Latin counterpart -homin-. The former 
‘appears in a wide variety of fields such as geography and anthropology in conjunction 
with constituents of Greek origin’. The latter ‘tends to be used in biology and zoology in 
conjunction with constituents of Latin origin’ (Amiot & Dal, p.330).      
 
• Micro- was originally restricted to the status of quasi-lexeme, but it has undergone 
a process of grammaticalization7 so that it has become an exponent of an LCR (or, in 
other words, an affix) as well. Etymologically, the Greek element used to mean ‘small’ 
(e.g. microbe), but with time, it changed into a prefix of measurement with a value of a 
millionth of the unit denoted by the second constituent (e.g. microsecond).   
 
• -log- is a quasi-lexeme that has undergone a metasemous transfer from ‘speech’ to 
‘specialist’ to the extent that it can be used initially or finally in its literal meaning (e.g. 
logomachy, misologue, etc.), but it can only be used finally in its derived meaning 
(psychologist). 
  
 This analysis provides an interesting perspective, which allows me to argue the 
precariousness of a single category of quasi-lexeme. In addition to being borrowed from 
classical languages with specific features, quasi-lexemes undergo metasemous changes, 
which not only extend their meaning, but also their distributive range. 
 As far as the presentation and description of these prototypes of quasi-lexemes are 
concerned, I would like to propose a more consistent lexicographical standard that will, at 
the same time, enhance the contrast between them and affixes. When referring to quasi-
lexemes, it is advisable to use hyphens on each side of the constituent (e.g. -lud-,              
-anthrop-, -micr-, -log-). One may argue that the quasi-lexeme is used strictly in the 
initial or final position; however, it is always possible for a quasi-lexeme to be prefixed 
or suffixed, as the examples ‘amicrobic’ or ‘preludial’ testify. This will not make a clear 
contrast with affixes, some of which are always terminal8 (e.g. -ness, -ity, etc.), while 
others are not (e.g. -dys-, -ical-, -arian-, etc.). The complexity of word formation does not 
even allow us to postulate that a non-terminal prefix like -par- in ‘paraesthesia’, may 
only be bound to additional prefixes in a derivational chain. The example 
‘acroparaesthesia’ shows us that not only is -par- non-terminal, but it can be anchored 
between quasi-lexemes9. I still maintain that a prefix, for lack of having a fixed position, 
is bound to the left of a given lexeme or fragment of a lexeme, and a suffix is bound to 
the right of that constituent, regardless of the further processes of derivation they will 
undergo. 
 Another feature related to quasi-lexemes is the presence of the interfixes -o- in 
‘anthropometry’ and -i- in ‘albiflorous’10. For lexicographical convenience, I would like 
briefly to address the popular disagreement on whether this interfix is attached to the first 
constituent, attached to the second constituent, or added as a linking element between the 
two. Admittedly, this question partakes of phonological regulations more than semantic 
principles. However, based on the speculation that this interfix belongs to the first 
constituent, one deduces that the elision of this interfix occurs invariably between quasi-
lexemes under phonotactic constraints (e.g. micrandrous) but generally not between a 
prefix and a quasi-lexeme under the same constraints (e.g. anteaural). In that respect, the 
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composite ‘paraesthesia’ provides a problem; the prefix -par- must have undergone a 
process of lexicalization, since an unusual case of elision has occurred.  
 The perspective I would like to adopt is that, rather than being a part of the initial 
quasi-lexeme, this interfix, as its denomination indicates, is a variety of affix and has its 
own identity separate from quasi-lexemes, yet used as a linking element between them. 
As I previously mentioned, to assume that the phoneme [o] is an intrinsic part of an initial 
quasi-lexeme is hazardous. A quasi-lexeme like -actin- being represented as -actino- 
bears no etymic evidence in Greek other than the fact that it has a case inflection of -ος in 
the genitive singular and of -ον in the genitive plural. But nowise can anyone prove that 
the phoneme [o] in actinotherapy is a remnant of the Greek case inflection. Instead, the 
choice for the interfix [o] may have been influenced by the morphology of the genitive 
case, yet with no etymic foundation. The same goes with the phoneme [i] in Latin. 
 
 Overall, the theory of interfixation seems more plausible for three reasons:  
 
• Initial quasi-lexemes may end with the phoneme [o] in Greek and [i] in Latin 
prototypically but not universally. In contrast, the theory of interfixation conforms to all 
binary structures with quasi-lexemes, except if the second constituent begins in a vocalic 
phoneme, in which case, the interfix is not used. 
 
• Lexicographers make regular mistakes with final quasi-lexemes like -opia, which 
actually should be divided into a quasi-lexeme -op- and a suffix -ia. They make the same 
mistake with initial quasi-lexemes that should be divided into a quasi-lexeme and an 
interfix. 
 
• By separating the initial quasi-lexeme and the interfix in two distinct elements (e.g. 
-pych- + -o-), we would end up having a single entry form for each quasi-lexeme, 
whether it is used initially or finally (e.g. -psych-, -metr-, etc.).  
 
 It is prudent to claim that these interfixes are epenthetic in nature. Tournier (1985) 
refers to epenthesis as the emergence of an element that is not justified by its strict 
etymon. There is a dual reason for resorting to interfixation to form composites with 
quasi-lexemes: one is euphonic (it facilitates the pronunciation – as I said, it is usually not 
needed when the second constituent begins with a vocalic phoneme), the other is the 
influence of an analogy (the left-hand constituent in a classical compound is influenced 
by the morphology of its genitive case, just like the left-hand constituent in a hybrid 
compound – such as speedo- in ‘speedometer’ – is influenced by the morphology of 
classical and neoclassical compounds). I will address the issue of acquisition and 
structure of classical compounds in Part II. A.      
 Sergio Scalise (1984), in his comparison between affixes and quasi-lexemes, gives 
the argument that an affix cannot be a prefix in some lexemes and a suffix in others. 
Affixes are in a peripheral relation with their lexemes, and their function is immutable. 
Quasi-lexemes are in a pivotal relation with each other and with lexemes, and they can 
change semantically from being a head to being a modifier in a composite. However, I 
will retain Claudio Iacobini’s (1998) argument that even if they both can be represented 
on a continuous scale, there is strong evidence for a clear-cut distinction between affixes, 
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which operate according to derivational rules, and quasi-lexemes, which operate 
according to compounding rules. Amiot and Dal’s example of micro- corroborates that 
point. Since we already observed that quasi-lexemes belonged to the major lexical 
categories of noun, verb and adjective in their original language, and that they had a 
constant and specified meaning, it is evident that an element like -micr- (from µικρός 
‘small’), which changes from an adjective to a determiner in ‘microsecond’, does not 
only change meanings, but also joins a morphemic category composed of elements that 
are intended to be applied to lexemes rather than to concatenate with them. It is almost 
like affirming that exponents of LCRs need lexemes in order to be what they are, while 
complementing the semantic function of these lexemes.  
 
 
 2. Quasi-lexemes versus paleo-lexemes  
 
 To go back to Amiot and Dal’s first prototype -lud-, I would hesitate to consider it a 
strictly initial quasi-lexeme. As a matter of fact, this constituent existed as a paleo-lexeme 
before it was attested as a quasi-lexeme. According to the OED, the noun ‘interlude’ 
(c1303) represents the first occurrence of the Latin lexeme ludere ‘to play’ in the English 
lexicon. This single example shows that the so-called complementary distribution 
between the quasi-lexeme -lud- and the French lexeme jeu is no more conclusive than 
would be the complementary distribution between -lud- and its English counterpart 
‘game/play’, even though -lud-, jeu, and game/play are semantically equivalent.   
 Paleo-lexemes and quasi-lexemes share a similarity. If we look at them 
diachronically, they were both lexemes in their original language. However, in the 
borrowing languages, they lose their case inflection and their autonomy, to become 
bound constituents. Their dissimilarity, once again, lies upon more conventional criteria: 
 
• Diachronically, paleo-lexemes derive from present Latin verb stems of the first, 
second, third, and fourth conjugations, as opposed to quasi-lexemes, which have the 
capacity to derive evenly from all the main lexical categories of constituents from 
Latin or Greek. Hence, paleo-lexemes have a more limited distributional range than 
quasi-lexemes.    
 
• Paleo-lexemes do not concatenate with each other, as quasi-lexemes do. There is 
no such thing as an initial or a final paleo-lexeme.  
 
• Paleo-lexemes are bound exclusively to affixes in order to form complete 
lexemes. Tournier (1991) points out that they behave as stems onto which affixes may 
be attached. A counterexample like ‘genuflect’ is interesting, because it has three 
possible interpretations: 
 14 
o It violates the aforementioned rule, and the paleo-lexeme -flect- (from 
Latin flectere ‘to bend’) concatenates with the quasi-lexeme -gen- (from Latin 
genū ‘knee’).  
 
o The paleo-lexeme -flect- belongs to a new morphemic category. It 
may, in the environment of quasi-lexemes, become one of them.  
 
o The paleo-lexeme -flect- is immutable and instead compels the quasi-
lexeme -gen- to undergo a form of grammaticalization.   
 
 
 To cover step by step these dissimilarities between paleo-lexemes and quasi-
lexemes, I would like to start by drawing a list of common paleo-lexemes, divided into 
four groups according to their conjugations in Latin. 
 
 
• First conjugation – verbs ending in -āre in the present infinitive: 
 
-ceal-, -clam- (allomorph -claim), -clar-, -cumb-, -firm-, -frict-, -fut-11, -mut-, -par-12,            
-pect-13,  -pir- (allomorph -spir-), -port-, -pugn-, -sect-, -sult-14, -vast-.  
 
• Second conjugation – verbs ending in -ēre in the present infinitive: 
 
-fess-, -par- (allomorph -pear-), -spond-, -tain-, -ter-, -vid-.  
 
• Third conjugation – verbs ending in -ere in the present infinitive: 
 
-cept- (allomorph -ceive), -cess- (allomorphs -ceed-, -cede), -cis-, -coct-, -cur-, -cuss-,      
-dict-, -duct- (allomorph -duce), -fect-, -fer-, -flect-, -flict-, -fract-, -gest-, -gress, -ject-,    
-junct- (allomorph -join-), -lect-, -lud-, -mit- (allomorph -miss-), -pel-, -pet- (allomorph   
-peat-), -pict-, -press-, -pon-, -rect-, -rupt-, -script- (allomorph -scribe), -sert-, -sist-,          
-spect-, -tect-, -ter-, -tract-,  -vert-, -vict-.   
 





 The first characteristic of paleo-lexemes is that, in order to become lexemes, they 
must be attached to affixes, and, more specifically, to prefixes and suffixes15. If we take 
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 According to my three main lexicographical sources, all of the aforementioned 
prefixes except for -e- are terminal, that is to say, they end the derivational chain, when 
used in combination with the paleo-lexeme -ject-. This does not mean that it will be the 
same for all paleo-lexemes. As for suffixes, a small number of them are terminal. This 
tells us that, lexicographically speaking, paleo-lexemes have their limitations. Those that 
are not terminal can make use of only one additional suffix (e.g. pro-ject-il-ist).  
 The prefix retro- has been intentionally left out of the chart, as it represents a case 
of compounding, not by juxtaposition but by blending with the lexeme ‘project’ (retro- + 
[pro]ject > retroject). The date of first occurrence of that lexeme (1866) testifies that it 
was not made in the paleo-lexeme tradition, but as a neo-lexeme that has undergone a 
reduction of its signifier.   
 The general statement I can make about paleo-lexemes is that they are 
monosyllabic17, and they usually derive from Latin verbs and turn into English verbs by 
means of prefixation. Subsequently, they may be nominalized or adjectivized by means 
of suffixation. For example, the Latin present infinitive premere turns into the following 
English verbs with various prefixes: compress, depress, express, impress, oppress, 
repress, and suppress. The verb is then nominalized by means of the suffixes -ment, -ion-, 
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-or, etc., and adjectivized by means of the suffixes -ful, -ibl-, -iv-, etc. Of course, they can 
undergo a secondary suffixation, as the right-hand hyphen on these suffixes attest: 
impress-ibl-y, express-iv-ity. Upon looking at the dates of first occurrence of ‘suppress’ 
and its suffixed derivatives, there is no doubt that the paleo-lexeme was first prefixed 
before being suffixed. When it comes to the verb ‘repress’, the issue is more arguable. 
The past participle of the verb and the derived noun occur for the first time in c1374 in 
Chaucer’s poem Troilus and Criseyde within a few verses: 
 
 ‘With piete so wel repressed is  
 That it unnethe doth or seyth amys […]  
 And som so ful of furie is and despit  
 That it sourmounteth his repressioun’.   
 
 This example tells us that with paleo-lexemes, there is a spontaneous need to fill in 
the empty lexical categories. As Chaucer made use of the verb ‘repress’, he also 
nominalized it to remedy the lexical gap. This characteristic is common to paleo-lexemes 
and quasi-lexemes; however, quasi-lexemes being part of an open set of elements, their 
capacity to form new composites has been uninterrupted since they were first introduced 
into the English lexicon in the classical era. 
 In contrast with quasi-lexemes, paleo-lexemes can resort to parasynthetic processes 
to create new lexemes. Parasynthesis consists in binding two affixes, namely, a prefix and 
a suffix, simultaneously. An example is the noun ‘affriction’, made of the paleo-lexeme   
-frict- from present infinitive fricāre onto which the prefix af- (allomorph of a-) and the 
suffix -ion are attached at the same time. While there is no such verb as ‘to affrict’18, this 
paleo-lexeme gives us evidence that the order in the derivational chain of lexemic 
formation may not be entirely rule-governed. Another interesting example is the noun 
‘repugnance’, made of the paleo-lexeme -pugn- from the present infinitive pugnāre onto 
which a prefix was first attached to make a verb ‘to repugn’. Subsequently, the verb was 
nominalized by means of the suffix -ance to form ‘repugnance’. However, the verb soon 
became obsolete, and, for lack of being able to identify it, lexicographers have tended to 
look at it as a parasynthetic derivative rather than as a lexeme formed by successive 
derivation. 
  In the framework of my theory of ‘affixed paleo-lexemes exclusively’, the 
interpretation of the aforesaid example ‘genuflect’ places us in a situation where 
categorial mutability should be envisioned. In other words, a paleo-lexeme may become a 
quasi-lexeme in a certain environment and under specific lexical needs. If we look at the 
paleo-lexeme -flect-, there is nothing that indicates its difference from other paleo-
lexemes. Firstly, it forms a series of verbal lexemes such as anteflect, circumflect, 
deflect, inflect, introflect, reflect and retroflect. Subsequent suffixal derivation is typical 
of paleo-lexemes: inflection, reflective. Yet with ‘genuflect’, we are not merely applying 
an exponent of an LCR to a paleo-lexeme in order to complement its semantic function; 
we are giving an internal argument to that paleo-lexeme, whereby a semantic relation 
between the two constituents will have to be determined. As I will delve into the issues of 
synthetic compound in Part II. C., and semantic relation in Part III. B., it is hereafter 
essential to point out that compounding, also referred to as concatenation, implies the 
interpretation of a binary structure, which is not always straightforward. The lexeme 
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‘manumission’ (1452), which is reported by the OED to have appeared before the verb 
‘to manumit’ (1455), may be a case of back-derivation. Nonetheless, the semantic 
relation between the quasi-lexeme manu- and the paleo-lexeme -miss- is made even more 
complex due to the fact that the quasi-lexeme is not the internal argument of the paleo-
lexeme in the same way that genu- is the internal argument of -flect-. Rather, the quasi-
lexeme manu- should be considered as instrumental. The connecting link between manu- 
(X) and -miss- (Y) is something like ‘Y using X as a means’.  
 Eventually, the greatest problem when facing the difference between paleo-lexemes 
and quasi-lexemes is that a vast majority of Latin verbs in the present infinitive are 
strictly paleo-lexemes, but some of them have the capacity to be used equally as paleo-
lexemes or as quasi-lexemes (although their use as paleo-lexemes is invariably anterior to 
that as quasi-lexemes). The paleo-lexeme -fug-, from Latin fugere ‘to flee’ (e.g. refuge, 
subterfuge, transfuge, etc.), also bears the morphemic category of quasi-lexeme (e.g. 
lucifuge, etc.). Not only that, but the quasi-lexeme -fug- has the capacity to be used 
causatively (e.g. febrifuge, somnifuge, etc.), from Latin fugāre ‘to repel’. The paleo-
lexeme -cid-, from Latin caedere ‘to cut’ (e.g. decide, etc.), also bears the morphemic 
category of quasi-lexeme (e.g. lignicide, etc.). Not only that, but the quasi-lexeme -cid- 
has the capacity to be used metonymically in the sense of ‘to kill’ (e.g. homicide, 
parricide, etc.). What I deduce from these examples is that quasi-lexemes not only have 
larger lexical categories of constituents than paleo-lexemes, but also use more extensively 
the grammatical and semantic modalities of classical languages. Furthermore, they are an 
open set of constituents, which lends itself to continuous production of new composites.  
 
 
 3. Quasi-lexemes versus fracto-lexemes and elements of blends 
 
 Warren (1990) divides quasi-lexemes into three groups, which are [Group I] 
allomorphs of model words (e.g -astr- from Latin astrum ‘star’ or -drom- from Greek 
δρόµος ‘race’), [Group II] truncated forms of model words (e.g. cyber- from cybernetics 
or -holic from alcoholic) and [Group III] parts of model words (e.g. -gate from 
Watergate). Although not devoid of interest, her definition of quasi-lexemes encompasses 
more than the bound elements from Greek or Latin.  No matter how unspecific the word 
‘quasi-lexeme’ may seem, I will begin by justifying why quasi-lexemes are, in the strict 
sense, only [Group I], while considering that [Group II] and [Group III] are what I will 
name fracto-lexemes or what Adams (1973) refers to as splinters (the only difference 
being that [Group III] has elements that exist concurrently as unbound lexemes).  
 As I will subsequently prove by analyzing their lineage, quasi-lexemes are acquired 
from classical languages as composites or as individual elements, which have an etymic 
foundation. Deprived of their case inflections, Latin astrum and Greek δρόµος become     
-astr- and -drom-, yet their lexical meaning is intact: -astr- conveys the idea of ‘star’ or 
‘constellation’ and -drom- conveys the idea of ‘race’. The hyphens on each side indicate 
that non-derived quasi-lexemes are protolexical elements, onto which other elements are 
to be attached in order to form complete lexemes. As I mentioned earlier, I will indicate 
hyphens on both sides, leaving the option for other elements to be attached before or after 
the protolexical element.  
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 If we take the example of ‘helicopter’, it is made up of four morphemes: two quasi-
lexemes, an interfix, and a zero-suffix19, as follows: 
 
         -helic- (from Greek ἕλιξ, ἕλικος) + -o- + -pter- (from Greek πτερόν) +  -ø     
         quasi-lexeme       quasi-lexeme 
 
      interfix           zero-suffix 
 
 
 Further derivations of the lexeme ‘helicopter’ include ‘helicopteric’, where the 
zero-suffix has been substituted with the adjectival suffix -ic and ‘to helicopt’, made by 
back-derivation. Aside from affixal derivation, this lexeme is the base for a particular 
type of compounding referred to as blending.   
 Adams (1973) gathers a sample of morphemes, among which are heli-, and           
-copter. She argues that these morphemes stand for a particular source lexeme (in this 
case ‘helicopter’) in the formation of new lexemes like ‘helibus’, ‘helidrome’, ‘heliport’, 
or ‘seacopter’, ‘ambucopter’, etc. Other examples are -holic and -gate, which represent 
‘alcoholic’ and ‘Watergate’ respectively in the formation of such lexemes as 
‘workaholic’, ‘chocoholic’, ‘pornoholic’, ‘technoholic’, and ‘Irangate’, ‘Nannygate’, 
‘bastardgate’, etc.  
 Although her approach is engaging, in so far as it highlights a new kind of 
morpheme with properties distinct from those of quasi-lexemes20, there is, in my opinion, 
a further distinction to be made between elements of blends and fracto-lexemes strictly 
speaking. According to Outi Bat-El (2006), blends ‘exhibit some sort of structural fusion, 
where a single word is formed from two words, and its meaning is thus contingent upon 
the semantic relation between the two base words’ (p.1). I would add that the prerequisite 
for a blend to be called as such is that the semantic components of each source lexeme 
must be preserved in the output. Hence, an ‘ambucopter’ ought to have conjointly every 
semantic component of ‘ambulance’ and ‘helicopter’ to be considered a blend. The same 
goes with ‘seacopter’. The type of semantic relation between the two source lexemes is of 
secondary importance and may vary across blends. In the case of ‘ambucopter’ and 
‘seacopter’, I would suggest that the first is a dvandva, and the second is an endocentric 
compound. The bottom line is that in ‘ambucopter’, -copter should retain every semantic 
component of ‘helicopter’ (e.g. flying contraption, having a propeller on top, etc.) to be 
considered an element of a blend. In contrast, the constituent -holic, which we find in 
‘workaholic’, has lost most of the semantic components it had in ‘alcoholic’. It has only 
retained the semantic component ‘addiction’. The same goes with -gate in ‘Irangate’, 
which has only retained the semantic component ‘scandal’ from ‘Watergate’. What 
happens is that from a source lexeme, we extract a fragment of this lexeme onto which 
we reassign a specific meaning. Such examples as these will be called fracto-lexemes. 
Both fracto-lexemes and elements of blends undergo truncation in order to form new 
lexemes, but an element of a blend differs from a fracto-lexeme in that it is semantically 
integral in relation to its source lexeme, while a fracto-lexeme is subjected to a semantic 
specialization21 whereby only one semantic component of its source lexeme will be 
retained.    
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         Element of a blend 
 





Either a truncated lexeme  
(e.g. heli-, -copter) or a 
complete lexeme (e.g. sea) 
 
Truncated lexeme 




Retains all semantic 
components of source lexeme 
Retains only one semantic 
component of source lexeme 
 
 
 Ewa Tomaszewicz (2008) rejects the notion of a fracto-lexeme (which she 
incorrectly refers to as a final quasi-lexeme), stating that from the perspective of 
optimality theory, it simply conforms to the properties of a blend. However, her position 
is apparently limited to morphological theories. She fails to make the proper distinction 
between elements of blends and fracto-lexemes at the semantic level. The outcome is that 
while the concatenation of elements of blends may result in compounds22 with various 
possible semantic relations, fracto-lexemes are more problematic, in so far as they display 
predictable semantic relations with the other constituents onto which they are attached 
(e.g. the series in -holic exemplifies a systematic relation of prepositional phrases: a 
workaholic is addicted to work, a chocoholic is addicted to chocolate, etc.).   
 
 Quasi-lexemes share a number of similarities with elements of blends. Both can 
concatenate with constituents of the same morphemic category. In other words, 
secondary compounding will be typical of formations with quasi-lexemes and formations 
with elements of blends alike. Another fundamental similarity is that they are both 
semantically integral. An element of a blend may be in a truncated form, but it still 
displays the same semantic components as its source lexeme does. 
 
 Their dissimilarities are threefold: 
 
• Quasi-lexemes have an etymic foundation. Elements of blends are metanalytical, 
in so far as the truncation they undergo usually does not coincide with the source 
morpheme (e.g. heli- + -copter is a metanalysis of helic- + -o- + -pter- +  -ø).   
 
 Quasi-lexemes find their source in classical languages. Elements of blends derive 
from lexemes that are already established. They proceed by metanalysis and concatenate 
with other elements in accordance with the rules of phonotactics. They have to be easily 
identifiable (e.g. -copter is more easily identifiable as deriving from ‘helicopter’ than       
-pter). Quasi-lexemes are not concerned with the issue of how easily identifiable they are. 
As a piece of evidence, the quasi-lexeme -al- in ‘arctalian’ is only made of two 
phonemes, and only an experienced etymologist will identify it. Likewise, elements of 
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blends do not have homonyms that are likely to make a composite ambiguous. Quasi-
lexemes regularly do (e.g. there are two quasi-lexemes -cen-, one from the Greek καινός 
‘new’ and one from the Greek κενός ‘empty’).    
 
• Quasi-lexemes have no corresponding source lexeme. Elements of blends always 
do (e.g -copter = ‘helicopter’).  
 
 The core issue is that quasi-lexemes, unlike elements of blends, are protolexical 
elements first and foremost. They do not derive from a complete lexeme in English. An 
element of a blend was a part of a complete lexeme from which it has been extracted for 
the purpose of concatenating with one or more other morphemes. The lexeme 
‘dinophobia’, which looks like it is the concatenation of two quasi-lexemes, is actually a 
blend of a composite with quasi-lexemes and another quasi-lexeme: dino[saur] + -phobia. 
Only by doing a componential analysis can we come to that conclusion. However, if the 
element of a blend has a corresponding source lexeme (e.g. dino- corresponds to 
‘dinosaur’), the two are not interchangeable. An element of a blend acts like a quasi-
lexeme, in the sense that it has to be attached to another element to form a lexeme. 
Therefore it is crucial to differentiate between a truncated element (e.g. heli- or -copter), 
which is never used independently, and a truncation, which is used independently (e.g. 
‘necro’ from ‘necrology’).    
 
• Quasi-lexemes may occur in initial or final position in a composite. Elements of 
blends occur either in initial or final position, but not both. 
 
 As I mentioned earlier, quasi-lexemes should have the potential to occur in initial 
or final position of a composite (e.g. helicopter, pterodactylous). Elements of blends do 
not have this property. However, they may have several truncated forms of the same 
source lexeme, and these forms should be in complementary distribution (e.g. heli- in 
‘heliport’ = -copter in ‘ambucopter’). This proves that a blend functions exactly like a 
compound by juxtaposition, in the sense that an endocentric compound has a head and a 
modifier, and the head is always the right-hand constituent (e.g. helicopter airport > 
heliport). Dvandvas are more flexible and may rely more on identification and 
phonotactics than on constituent order (e.g. ‘ambucopter’ may as well be ‘helibulance’ 
but not ‘heliance’). Furthermore, blends are often expandable. An expandable blend can 
be replaced by its corresponding ‘compound by juxtaposition’ (e.g. medicare = medical 
care). In other words, a blend is no more than a compound in its reduced form.      
 
 Quasi-lexemes also differ from fracto-lexemes, in the following ways: 
  
• Quasi-lexemes are protolexical elements onto which other elements are attached. 
Fracto-lexemes are based on prototypes and form lexemes in a series.  
 
 Fracto-lexemes tend to function on the basis of a metaphorical series (e.g. the 
fracto-lexeme -thon means ‘endurance’, which is the transfer component between the 
prototype ‘marathon’ and the outputs ‘telethon’, walkathon’, ‘swimmathon’, etc.).      
Another exemple is the fracto-lexeme -nography, which is extracted from the source 
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lexeme ‘pornography’ to create the outputs ‘warnography’ (with the complete lexeme 
‘war’) and ‘carnography’ (with the truncated lexeme ‘carnage’). As their definitions 
testify – ‘warnography’ according to Warren (1990) refers to ‘literatures or films 
glorifying war and violence’, and likewise, ‘carnography’ would refer to ‘films, 
literatures and images glorifying carnage’ – the fracto-lexeme -nography has somewhat 
retained the semantic components of the quasi-lexeme -graph-, namely, ‘writing’. 
However, the hypothesis according to which ‘warnography’ and ‘carnography’ may be 
blends of ‘war’/‘carnage’ and ‘pornography’ is plausible at the morphological level but 
not at the semantic level, since the sexual component of ‘pornography’ is absent in these 
outputs. Instead, we find a connotative component of ‘pornography’, namely, ‘wild and 
unsettling’. 
 
• Quasi-lexemes retain all of their semantic components when they concatenate to 
form composites. Fracto-lexemes retain one semantic component and do not 
concatenate with each other but are attached to elements of other morphemic 
categories. 
 
 Fracto-lexemes do not concatenate with each other, but they make use of lexemes 
and elements of blends to form new lexemes. When this element of a blend is in a 
truncated form, the fracto-lexeme behaves as if it were superimposed on the source 
lexeme (e.g. choco[late] + -holic > chocoholic). The hypothesis according to which 
‘chocolate’ and ‘alcoholic’ are telescoped (choco[late] + [alco]holic > chocoholic) is 
ruled out, since -holic is not an element of a blend but a fracto-lexeme with a specific 
meaning reassigned to it. Conversely, when this element of a blend is a complete lexeme, 
the fracto-lexeme behaves as if it were juxtaposed to that lexeme (e.g. work + -holic > 
workaholic). Interfixation23, which is normally not a characteristic of fracto-lexemes, is 
only resorted to in order for the new lexemes to mimic their prototype in terms of 
syllabification. Lexemes ending in a consonantal phoneme will resort to the interfix -a- 
(possibly to contrast with quasi-lexemic constructions). If they end in a vocalic phoneme, 
interfixation is not used (e.g. movie + holic > movieholic).  
 
• Quasi-lexemes undergo metasemous changes, which extend their meaning and 
their distributive range. Fracto-lexemes do not lend themselves to metasemous 
processes. They have a fixed position and, therefore, a limited distribution. 
 
 Earlier, I mentioned Amiot and Dal and their approach to the quasi-lexeme -log-, 
which has undergone a metasemous transfer from ‘speech’ to ‘specialist’24. Interestingly, 
this quasi-lexeme, which could originally be used either in initial or in final position (e.g. 
‘logophrenia’, ‘tautology’), undergoes a metonymy, whereby it loses its potential to be 
used initially (e.g. nephrology). I will support Amiot and Dal’s position, according to 
which, a quasi-lexeme that is confined to a fixed position in a composite can be 
legitimately suspected to be an affix, and I will extend that principle to fracto-lexemes. 
As a matter of fact, as I already discussed, fracto-lexemes not only have a limited 
distribution, but their meaning is fixed. Besides, they serve in the formation of new 
lexemes, in which they will have invariably the same meaning. If, as Iacobini (1998) 
says, there should be a clear-cut distinction between affixes, which function in 
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accordance with derivational rules, and quasi-lexemes, which function in accordance with 
compounding rules, then fracto-lexemes are likely to be part of a morphemic category 
that is born of derivational principles. Firstly, fracto-lexemes are not pivotal in relation to 
the other morpheme to which they are attached and cannot change from being a head to 
being a modifier in the formation of a new lexeme. Secondly, they do not concatenate 
with each other but are attached to elements from other morphemic categories, just like 
affixes are. Lastly, their lack of potential to change meaning in the formation of new 
lexemes makes me assume that this fairly recent word formation process is actually a 
subcategory of affixation, rather than compounding.      
 
 For more clarity, I may illustrate these various features of quasi-lexemes, fracto-
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 This chart shows that elements of blends share features with quasi-lexemes and 
with fracto-lexemes alternatively. However, quasi-lexemes and fracto-lexemes are 
dissimilar in every way. Therefore, I conclude that an element of a blend is a 
morphological reduction of a complete lexeme with which it shares all of its semantic 
features; a fracto-lexeme is a morphological reduction suggestive of a model with which 
it shares connotative features; while a quasi-lexeme, by being irreducible to a source 




 C.  Contrasting quasi-lexemes with complete lexemes  
 
 After drawing the line between quasi-lexemes and other bound morphemes, we 
have come to realize that quasi-lexemes, by being irreducible to a source lexeme, are very 
much like complete lexemes, except that they are not independent constituents. On closer 
look, there are other characteristics that may enable us to distinguish one from the other. 
As I pointed out earlier, Guierre contends that quasi-lexemes have formal, distributional, 
and segmental properties, which make them elements of a morphemic category governed 
by distinctive rules. Although these properties are essentially morphosyntactic, I would 
like to examine them one by one in order to establish a preliminary contrast between 
quasi-lexemes and complete lexemes. 
 
 
• Formal properties 
  
 Regardless of their semantic content, quasi-lexemes have a peculiar form that has 
led me to refer to them as protolexical elements. To be precise, they appear as 
rudimentary elements that need other elements to become complete lexemes. In spite of 
their semantic integrity, quasi-lexemes are not independent lexemes but bound 
morphemes syntactically comparable to affixes. A complete lexeme may be used in 
combination with another to form a compound, but if it were not used in combination 
with another form, it would still remain a complete lexeme. For example, ‘heart’ and 
‘disease’ are two lexemes on their own, which do not need to concatenate in order to 
have access to discourse. However, -cardi- and -path- are two protolexical elements, 
which depend on each other, with the additional support of affixes, to form a complete 
lexeme. 
 While such quasi-lexemes as ‘heart disease’ and ‘cardiopathy’ may be two 
complete lexemes, it is evident that their forms are different. Firstly, ‘heart disease’ has 
constituents that are neither tied nor hyphenated but spaced. ‘Cardiopathy’, like any other 
composite with quasi-lexemes, has constituents that are tied together. Secondly, the law 
of affix requirement for quasi-lexemes, according to which a composite must have at 
least one affix, is not applied in the case of a concatenation of independent constituents. I 
indicate ‘at least one affix’, since, as I have discussed earlier, interfixes may be dropped 
when the second constituent begins in a vocalic phoneme (e.g. podalgia). However, as far 
as suffixes are concerned, unless the original Greek or Latin case inflection has been 
retained (e.g. philodendron) or the composite has been exposed to the lexical rules of a 
borrowing language before entering the English lexicon (e.g. demagogue), all composites 
with quasi-lexemes should end with a vernacular English suffix. The question of whether 
or not a zero-suffix is an actual suffix can be raised in certain instances, notably when a 
composite is borrowed from French. For example, we know that the lexeme ‘helicopter’ 
was borrowed from French, which had applied its own lexical rules to it, including the 
use of diacritical signs, to form hélicoptère from two quasi-lexemes25. As a consequence, 
it is legitimate to think of the English lexeme ‘helicopter’ as having undergone a graphic 
assimilation from French. Nevertheless, looking at the example of ‘philodendron’, there 
is evidence that a case inflection from Greek or Latin may be dropped to leave room 
eventually for a vernacular suffix, as the lexeme ‘philodendrist’ testifies. Likewise the 
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French nominal suffix in ‘demagogue’ has been dropped and replaced by such English 
suffixes as -y and -ism in the formation of ‘demagogy’ and ‘demagogism’, among others. 
I would, therefore, consider the apparent lack of a suffix in ‘helicopter’ as exemplifying a 
case of zero-suffix, that is to say a suffix that is not actualized at the level of the 
morphological structure but is semantically equivalent to the French suffix in hélicoptère.   
 Complete lexemes are not subjected to the law of affix requirement. They may 
resort to affixes in order to form compounds (e.g. light-hearted), but they may as well be 
formed without any, as shown by the example ‘heart disease’. They are self-sufficient 
and would resort to affixation only for the purpose of syntactic derivation. Quasi-lexemes 
undergo derivation but are never self-sufficient.  
 Lastly, I would like to approach the concept of bound constituent from the 
viewpoint of paraphrasability. Because quasi-lexemes are protolexical elements, rather 
than independent lexemes, I would argue that they are never paraphrasable. I may say 
that a toothache is when a tooth aches, but I may not say that an odontalgia is when an     





• Distributional properties 
 
 Although quasi-lexemes and complete lexemes have distinct formal properties, 
they usually have a semantic correspondence. This does not mean that each complete 
lexeme corresponds to a quasi-lexeme, but rather that each complete lexeme that has a 
corresponding quasi-lexeme will display a componential analysis similar to that of its 
classical counterpart. In other words, if we made a componential analysis of ‘tooth’ and   
-odont-, we would end up with similar results, namely, ‘bonelike structure’, ‘rooted in 
mouth’, ‘used to chew’, etc. Even though, the composites ‘toothache’ and ‘odontalgia’ 
may belong to different registers, yet they still render the same componential analysis. 
We have to remember that quasi-lexemes stem from classical languages where at a 
certain point in time, they were not quasi-lexemes but complete lexemes. Their use in 
English, as in any other language deprived of grammatical cases, has resulted in a 
morphological alteration of the lexeme, while the semantics has remained intact.   
 When it comes to analyzing the distribution of quasi-lexemes, the first 
observation I shall make is that, like complete lexemes, they are used in a variety of 
collocations. They create semantic relations between each other, and these relations are 
 Tied together Under the law of affix requirement Paraphrasable 
Complete lexemes 
as elements of 
compounds 
Yes or No No Yes 
Quasi-lexemes Yes Yes No 
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not predictable. For example, ‘logomachy’ has a relation of cause, whereas ‘chiromachy’ 
has a relation of means. Warren (1990) states that, except for dvandvas, quasi-lexemes 
always form composites with the left-hand constituent being the modifier and the right-
hand constituent being the head. Although a composite with quasi-lexemes is not 
paraphrasable, as I pointed out, we can gloss from the aforementioned examples in which     
-mach- is the semantic equivalent of ‘fight’: ‘logomachy’ is a type of fight, ‘chiromachy’ 
is also a type of fight. From that gloss, we may conclude that -mach- is the head of each 
of these composites26. However, while Warren’s observation should be valid for a large 
number of composites, it is still not a general rule. There is a kind of composite that is 
headless, at least at the level of the morphological structure, and which linguists 
commonly refer to as an exocentric compound. It is commonly claimed that the head is 
actually implicit in these composites. For example ‘pachyderm’ is not a type of skin but a 
mammal with thick skin. The head would be outside of the composite. Likewise, 
although I will address the question of primary versus synthetic compounds in Part II. C., 
I can already say that ‘misogyny’ has a hidden verbal element as the left-hand constituent 
and an internal argument as the right-hand constituent. Therefore, we cannot say that 
‘misogyny’ is a type of woman, because -gyn- is not a head. Furthermore, this example 
shows how suffixal derivation with quasi-lexemes will always be on the right-hand 
constituent, whether this constituent is the head or not. If we compare quasi-lexemic 
formations (e.g. mysogyny, pachydermic, etc.) with formations with complete lexemes 
(e.g. displaced person, shooting star, etc.), the distribution of suffixes in composites with 
quasi-lexemes is localizable and immutable.   
 In terms of distribution, we have to admit that the reason why quasi-lexemes are 
more limited than complete lexemes is because they stem from classical languages where 
they only existed in three lexical categories, namely, noun, verb, and adjective. In 
comparison, complete lexemes of nearly every lexical category may be used in 
compounding (e.g. merry-go-round, none-so-pretty, etc.). Lastly, most quasi-lexemes, 
like complete lexemes, have the potential to be used initially or finally, but there are 
quasi-lexemes that are problematic. As an example, all quasi-lexemes that stem from 
classical adjectives, such as bath-, pach-, tach-, etc. from Greek βαθύς ‘deep’, παχύς 
‘thick’, ταχύς ‘swift’, etc. are only used as left-hand constituents and cannot be the head 
of a composite. If we compare the quasi-lexeme -bath- with its native counterpart ‘deep’, 
we notice that the distributional properties of the quasi-lexeme are more restricted, as  
-bath- is lexicalized only as a left-hand constituent (e.g. bathometer), whereas ‘deep’ may 
be a modifier (e.g. deep space) or a head (e.g. skin-deep).  
 
 
• Segmental properties  
 
 In section B. 3., I talked about how a composite like ‘pornography’, made up of 
two quasi-lexemes and two affixes, could undergo metanalysis, whereby the suffixed 
quasi-lexeme -graphy would become the fracto-lexeme -nography. Not only has the 
segmentation of the composite been modified, but also have the semantic components of    
-nography.     
 Truncation is a lexicogenic process that occurs essentially with complete lexemes. 
A complete lexeme may be a simple or compound lexical unit other than a quasi-lexeme 
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(e.g. [in]flu[enza], vet[erinary surgeon]), or a composite with quasi-lexemes (e.g. 
cinema[tography]). A quasi-lexeme as a protolexical element is never truncated. For 
example, the lexeme ‘cinema’ is a truncation of the compound ‘cinematography’. It is not 
a truncation of the quasi-lexeme -cinemat-. A truncation like ‘cinema’ may have access to 
discourse. A quasi-lexeme may not. A truncation has the exact same semantic 
components as its source lexeme. A common mistake is to consider that a linguistic 
‘morph’ and a mathematical ‘graph’ are quasi-lexemes, on the ground that they share 
the same sequence of phonemes as -graph- and -morph-. This is why I advise using 
hyphens on each side of the quasi-lexeme to highlight its syntactic incompleteness. The 
lexemes ‘morph’ and ‘graph’ are truncations of ‘morphemic representation’ and ‘graphic 
formula’ respectively. They have both made use of the quasi-lexemes -morph- and  
-graph- before resorting to suffixation, compounding, and truncation. Their meaning 
equals that of their respective source lexeme.  
 Metasemy plays an important part in segmental procedures, as fracto-lexemes 
have shown. In the framework of quasi-lexemes, we find out that composites may equally 
undergo semantic changes but may also take a somewhat different path. If we consider 
the lexeme ‘photogenic’ diachronically, it first appeared as an ellipsis of ‘photogenic 
drawing’ (1835). It was a device whereby ‘one could produce an image by the chemical 
action of light on a sensitized surface’. The lexeme ‘photogenic’ itself was making use of 
two quasi-lexemes -phot- and -gen- in their literal senses of ‘light’ and ‘production’. In 
the meantime the lexeme ‘photography’ made its appearance, and a new lexeme was 
produced: ‘photogenic’ with the meaning of ‘who shows to advantage in a photograph’ 
(1922). Most lexicographers would regard this lexeme as a derived meaning of its earlier 
version. However, on closer look, there is no idea of light involved in the latter meaning 
of ‘photogenic’ but the idea of photography. What happened is that ‘photo[graphy]’ was 
truncated and blended with a fracto-lexeme -genic, which, incidentally, is segmented in 
the same way as the suffixed quasi-lexeme -genic, which means ‘producing’. This fracto-
lexeme, according to Adams (1973), took the meaning of ‘eminently suitable’. Therefore, 
what has been mistaken for a case of metasemy of -genic was in fact a graphic 
convergence of two lexemes with different morpho-semantic evolutions. The fracto-
lexeme -genic has been used in the series ‘telegenic’, ‘cinegenic’, ‘phonogenic’, etc. in 
which every first constituent is a truncated form of a composite with quasi-lexemes, 
namely, ‘television’, ‘cinematography’, ‘phonography’, etc. This example gives us 
evidence that composites with quasi-lexemes may serve as bases for subsequent 
metasemous processes involving elements of blends, fracto-lexemes, complete lexemes, 
and truncations, in the same fashion that simple or compound lexical units do. In addition 
to this, the meaning of each individual quasi-lexeme and its relation to the other 
constituent(s) is crucial to draw the proper semantic lineage of the composite. At this 
point, I should delve into the issue of acquisition and structure of composites with quasi-








PART II.  COMPOUNDING QUASI-LEXEMES: ACQUISITION AND STRUCTURE 
 
 
A. Classical, neoclassical, and hybrid compounds 
 
 Henri Cottez (1980) refers to the category of unbound morphemes, of which 
quasi-lexemes are a part, as ‘formants’. From a strictly lexicographical perspective, 
although composites with quasi-lexemes should be included in general dictionaries since 
they are lexical elements, the issue of whether or not we ought to include formants, which 
are no more than semiotic elements, is more debatable. His argument is as follows: is a 
dictionary merely a collection of simple or compound unbound units, or is it legitimate to 
integrate in it protolexical elements, which bear semantic components but exist only as 
elements of construction? The answer to this question may be found through a diachronic 
analysis of the origin of quasi-lexemes.  
 Quasi-lexemes may be semiotic rather than lexical units; however, they have not 
been primarily integrated in the English lexicon as quasi-lexemes but as composites with 
quasi-lexemes. English made use of composites with quasi-lexemes as early as the 
Middle Ages, either to fill a lexical gap in the social, economical, and scientific fields, or 
to follow the example of languages like French, whose prominent figures, in a deliberate 
act of linguistic vogue27, were already revolutionizing their lexicon with newly acquired 
composites from classical languages. The passage from classical composites to 
neoclassical composites is what I will describe as a deconstruction of lexical composites 
into semiotic units and a reconstruction of these semiotic units with other semiotic units 
to form new composites. In the case of formations of hybrid composites, the 
deconstruction of classical composites is the same, but we reconstruct these semiotic 
units with vernacular English lexical units.              
 At this point, I would like to examine one by one these three categories of 
composites or ‘compounds’, which are classical compounds, neoclassical compounds, 
and hybrid compounds.  
 
 
• Classical compounds 
 
 Classical compounds are, in the strict sense, compounds that stem from classical 
languages where they already existed as compounds and not simply as individual 
elements. They represent a variety of loanwords, but they are not the semantic equivalent 
of loanwords, in so far as they are only compound lexical units, whereas loanwords may 
be either compound lexical units or simple lexical units. I would suggest that the category 
of classical compounds is actually a subcategory of borrowing. It is important to notice 
that for a large number of these borrowings, a vernacular suffixal derivation occurs in 
English. However, there are a few borrowings that retain their case inflection in place of 
a vernacular English suffix (e.g. rhinoceros, rhododendron, etc.). In such cases, we talk of 
a lexicalization of syntactic categories. In these classical compounds, the case inflections, 
which exemplify the third and second declension nouns respectively, lose their syntactic 
function and gain the status of affixal derivatives.      
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 Lexicographical criteria should help us define a further distinction between direct 
borrowing and indirect borrowing. A classical compound is considered a direct 
borrowing when it stems directly from Greek or Latin, whether a vernacular suffixal 
derivation has occurred or not. In contrast, an indirect borrowing stems from Greek or 
Latin through another language, typically French. This second type is by far the most 
common type of borrowing. The question of whether a given classical compound 
partakes of direct or indirect borrowing is all the more relevant, since, in addition to 
dealing with the syntax of Greek or Latin, an indirect borrowing is likely to carry 
syntactic and lexical features from the intermediate language. For instance, there are a 
number of indirect borrowings from French such as ‘astrologue’, ‘ideologue’, 
‘philologue’, ‘theologue’, etc., which have retained, at least temporarily, the French 
agentive suffix28.     
 The last distinction I would like to make is between morphosemantic borrowing 
and what Cottez refers to as ‘adaptation’, which is actually no more than a morphological 
borrowing. This latter phenomenon consists in borrowing a lexical unit with its signifier 
and assigning a new meaning to it. An example is ‘fabulation’, which stems from the 
Latin fābulātio in the sense of ‘conversation’. However, there is no such meaning in 
English. The reason is that English borrowed only its signifier from Latin and assigned 
the meaning ‘fictitious story’ to it. Leaving aside the case inflection, the signifier is 
intact, but the meaning is altered.    
 As anyone may already suspect, the vast majority of classical compounds is 
morphosemantic. However, there are a few cases of morphological classical compounds, 
as the example ‘erotomania’ suggests. It is interesting to notice that this particular 
classical compound existed in Greek and meant ‘love whim’. The lexical unit µανία itself 
was no more than an augmentative of the lexical unit φιλία. As English borrowed the 
compound from Greek, a new major semantic component was assigned to it, namely, 
‘pathological drive toward’. Therefore, we may assert that this classical compound is 
merely morphological, since it was borrowed from Greek without its original meaning. 
Likewise, ‘telescope’ may have been borrowed from Greek τῆλε ‘distant’ and σκοπειν ‘to 
observe’, yet it has never been used as a characteristic for any animate being. Instead, it 
has become the name of a contraption that a person can use in order to ‘observe from a 
distant location’.  
 The early zoological nomenclature includes several examples of morphological 
classical compounds. What scientists did is borrow a set of classical compounds from 
Greek or Latin, and apply them to their new zoological species. However, as we will 
notice, no matter how different the sense in English may be from the one in Greek or 
Latin, the two are still bound by a metonymical relation. For example, in Greek, 
‘oxyrhynchus’ is made up of two lexemes ὀξύς ‘sharp’ and ρύγχος ‘snout’. Scientists 
have retained the signifier and, rather than using the compound as an attribute for any 
zoological species characterized by sharp snouts, they have used the compound to label a 
particular ornithological species. Therefore, if the Greeks were entitled to say that 
whatever species has oxyrhynchus, in English, by contrast, we say that a particular 
species is oxyrhynchus. Similarly ‘brachycephalus’, from Greek βραχύς ‘short’ and 
κεφαλή ‘head’, is not applied to any species with a short head but to the particular 
ichthyological species with such a characteristic. At this point, it is essential to 
differentiate between a morphological classical compound, which is a borrowing of the 
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signifier only, and a morphosemantic classical compound, which has been borrowed with 
its signifier and meaning conjointly, but has subsequently undergone metasemy. I will 
tackle the latter process in Part III. C. 
 
 
• Neoclassical compounds 
 
          The glossary of quasi-lexemes found at the end of this dissertation dates quasi-
lexemes on the basis of their first occurrence in a compound at the moment when they are 
borrowed. For example, the quasi-lexeme -arch- dates back to the Middle Ages. It owes 
its respectable age to the fact that it entered the English lexicon in the form of the 
classical compound ‘patriarch’ borrowed from the Greek πατριάρχης around the 10th 
century (‘… ælfrede cyninge domne helias patriarcha on gerusalem29 …’ Unknown 
author).  
 In order to establish the transition between classical and neoclassical compounds, 
it is crucial to understand the concept of ‘date of productivity’, as quoted by Cottez. The 
date of productivity for a quasi-lexeme is the decisive moment in time when this quasi-
lexeme is extracted from its compound lexical unit and concatenated with another quasi-
lexeme to form a new compound, which did not exist in the original language. For 
example, the classical compound ‘genealogy’ dates back to the early 14th century. As for 
the classical compound ‘theology’, it was borrowed soon afterward in 1362. Therefore, 
we may say that -log- is a 14th century quasi-lexeme. However, the date of productivity 
for the quasi-lexeme -log- is 1586, which is when this semiotic unit was extracted from 
its compound lexical unit and concatenated with the quasi-lexeme -path- to form 
‘pathology’. Hence, the 16th century is the beginning of a new era in word formation, as 
1586 does not only mark the moment when -log- became productive in English, it also 
marks the first occurrence of a neoclassical compound.  
 In short, a neoclassical compound uses semiotic units of Greek or Latin origin to 
form a compound that did not exist in the original language, but which conforms to the 
syntactic pattern of that language30. The neoclassical compound ‘chronology’ does not 
mark the date of productivity of -log-, which is 1586, but it marks the date of productivity 
of -chron-. Prior to that, the simple lexical unit ‘chronicle’ had made its first appearance 
in 1303. Interestingly, ‘chronicle’ is not a compound. What we deduce from this is that 
neoclassical compounds do not necessarily pattern themselves after classical compounds. 
The theory I would form is that a lexical unit from Greek or Latin is first borrowed and 
then dissected into semiotic units, but as long as this lexical unit remains opaque, its 
semiotic units cannot lend themselves to productivity. For example, should we examine 
the lexical unit ‘chronicle’, we would gather that it may be dissected into two semiotic 
units, namely, -chron- and -icle. The suffix -icle is opaque. It may have been influenced 
by the word ‘article’, due to their paronymy. However, the initial semiotic unit -chron- 
stems from Greek χρόνος ‘time’. Before the classical derivative ‘chronicle’ was 
dissected, the semiotic unit -chron- was not yet a quasi-lexeme, as it had not served to 
form a compound with a semantic relation between its constituents. Therefore, the date of 
productivity of the semiotic unit -chron- coincides with the moment when it became a 
quasi-lexeme. This is how it differs from the quasi-lexeme -log-, which was already a 
quasi-lexeme nearly three centuries before it became productive.  
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 This can be summarized as follows: 
 
 
          First Step                             Second Step                          Third Step 
 
Lexical unit borrowed           Dissected into semiotic    Unless opaque, the semiotic 
from Greek or Latin             units               units form the basis for                              




 Simple lexical unit                    -chron- +-icle                          chronology (1593)   
 ‘chronicle’ (1303)                                                                                   chronometer (1715) 
                                                                                               etc. 
 
 
 Compound lexical unit                    -gene- + -a- + -log- + -y         pathology (1586) 
 ‘genealogy’ (c1300)                                                                               chronology (1593) 
                                                                                                                 mineralogy (1690) 
                                                                                                                 geneagenesis (1864) 
 
 
The bolded semiotic units indicate when they became quasi-lexemes; the underlined semiotic units indicate 
their date of productivity.  
 
 
 The passage from classical compound (or even classical derivative) to 
neoclassical compound involves a necessary step from complex structure, to elementary 
structure, back to complex structure. An interesting aspect of this passage is that once 
extracted, an individual semiotic unit may be semantically divided to form neoclassical 
compounds with distinct applications. Cottez points out that the quasi-lexeme -log- has 
seven distinct applications, as the examples ‘neology’, ‘dactylology’, ‘pathology’, 
‘tetralogy’, ‘anthology’, ‘homology’, and ‘philology’ testify. Their morphemic category 
does not change, but they undergo variations in meaning. In contrast to this, there are 
quasi-lexemes like -brach- or -cephal- that never undergo variations in meaning. The 
meaning of a compound like ‘brachycephalous’ (where -brach- = X and -cephal- = Y) 
will be analyzed as XY is a Y that is characterized by X. However, for lack of having 
only one possible application, most semiotic units will be semantically divided in their 
relation with the other semiotic unit with which they concatenate. The semiotic unit         
-therap- has a different function in ‘thalassotherapy’ than it does in ‘psychotherapy’. 
Likewise, the classical compound ‘funambulist’ led to the formation of a neoclassical 
compound ‘somnambulist’. Despite the fact that these two compounds have the same 
head constituent -ambul-, their respective applications are distinct; they depart from each 
other in their semantic relation to the other semiotic unit with which they concatenate.     






• Hybrid compounds 
 
 The particularity of neoclassical compounds is that they are not inherent to 
classical languages. Although they conform to the syntactic pattern of Greek or Latin, 
they still belong to the vernacular language that produces them. English lends itself to 
such productions. However, in many occasions, neoclassical compounds are produced by 
languages like French; consequently, English is not a producer of that new compound but 
merely a borrower.     
 The label ‘hybrid compound’ applies to a compound that is not only produced by 
another language than Greek or Latin, but that also concatenates a vernacular lexical unit 
with a classical semiotic unit. Hybrid compounds represent a fairly new process of word 
formation. The earliest example in English is ‘bureaucracy’ (1818), which was 
subsequently parodied by ‘beerocracy’ (1881). Interestingly, ‘bureaucracy’ was produced 
in French and then borrowed by English. Nevertheless, this is quite an unusual 
phenomenon. As a matter of fact, hybrid compounds generally differ from neoclassical 
compounds, in so far as they are produced outside of a certain classical language, and are 
inherent to that language. In other words, English has its own hybrid compounds just like 
French does. Occasionally, they cross languages through loan translations. The loan 
translation of a hybrid compound will only translate the vernacular lexical unit, while the 
Greek or Latin semiotic unit remains unchanged. Hybrid compounds may concatenate a 
non-truncated simple lexical unit with a quasi-lexeme (e.g. speed + -o- + -met- + -er > 
speedometer) or a truncated simple lexical unit with a quasi-lexeme (e.g. garb[age] + -o- 
+ -log- +  -y > garbology).  
 
 Hybrid compounds have two possible origins: 
 
o They are intentionally humorous, in which case, they may or may not 
have a scientific or technical counterpart readily available in the lexicon. For 
example, ‘speedometer’ is the semantic equivalent to the neoclassical 
compound ‘tachymeter’. While ‘tachymeter’ is a neoclassical compound that 
was originally produced in French, the hybrid compound ‘speedometer’ 
belongs exclusively to English. Additionally, ‘speedometer’ focuses more on 
the infringement of the law by drivers. It is more specialized than 
‘tachymeter’. Also, the hybrid compound ‘bureaucracy’ did not project the 
same facetiousness in English as it did in French when it was first produced, 
and in the long run it has undergone the wearing effect of time, to the extent 
that what was once considered humorous has now become commonplace.  
 
o They are produced for lack of knowledge of classical etymons. For 
example, a columnist wrote an article in the Miami Herald, in which he 
mocked celebrities’ surgical procedures and invented the hybrid compound 
‘chinoplasty’, in place of ‘genioplasty’ from the Greek γένειον ‘chin’31. 
Likewise, in the late 19th century, an American reporter substituted the 
neoclassical compound ‘sinologist’, glossed as ‘one versed in the Chinese 
culture’, with the more approachable hybrid compound ‘Chinologist’, which 
has been subsequently lexicalized.      
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 Historically, there is no distinct succession between classical, neoclassical, and 
hybrid compounds. These three processes should be regarded as overlapping each other. 
In other words, when neoclassical compounds started to be produced, English continued 
to borrow classical compounds from Greek or Latin, either directly or through French. 
Similarly, when hybrid compounds started to be produced, neoclassical compounds were 
still very productive. 
 
 I would like to represent this dynamic production as follows: 
 
 
 Old English         Middle English           Modern English 
 10th       11th       12th       13th       14th       15th          16th       17th       18th           19th      20th       21th   centuries 
  
                                                     High productivity   
 
‘patriarch’ (10th century)                                                                                                 ‘gynandrous’ (1930) 
  Classical compounds 
    
               High productivity   
 
‘pathology’ (1586)                           ‘schizophrenia’ (1912)32 
                               Neoclassical compounds 
 
        Average productivity   
 
‘bureaucracy’ (1818)  
                   Hybrid compounds 
 
 
 In the present section, I have been referring to composites with quasi-lexemes as 
‘compounds’. Although I will be devoting Part IV. to test these quasi-lexemes through 
theories of compounding, I can state here that these semiotic units named quasi-lexemes 
were indeed lexical units in Greek or Latin, and they formed compounds with semantic 
relations between constituents. Therefore, the question as to whether or not a classical 
compound may be considered a compound lexical unit in English directs us to the 
question of the transparency of its structure. As long as a borrowed compound is opaque 
in terms of what its semiotic units are, the chance is that it will not be identified as a 
compound but as a simple lexical unit. For example, once borrowed, the lexical unit 
‘blitzkrieg’, from German blitz ‘lightning’ and krieg ‘war’, has to be dissected and 
recognized as having two distinct primary lexical units that are semantically related to 
each other, before it can be identified as a compound. In contrast, the lexical unit ‘aide-
mémoire’, from French aide ‘aid’ and mémoire ‘memory’, is more straightforwardly 
accepted as a compound. Therefore, if we can assume that neoclassical and hybrid 
compounds display features of compounding, on account of their being produced with a 
full understanding of what the semiotic and lexical units are and how they relate to each 
other, would we not be entitled to have the same approach with classical compounds, 





B. Constituent order in compounding 
 
 The fact that the syntactic structure of lexical elements of a compound in Greek or 
Latin should be the same as in English, with the head on the right and the modifier on the 
left33, is only apparently favorable to the formation of neoclassical and hybrid 
compounds. Earlier, I mentioned the quasi-lexemic formation ‘cardiopathy’, which 
happens to be semantically equivalent to the formation with complete lexemes ‘heart 
disease’. The head constituent in both compounds is on the right, the modifier constituent 
on the left, and, although ‘cardiopathy’ is not paraphrasable, we can still deduce from its 
semiotic units that the compound as a whole is a hyponym of the meaning carried by the 
semiotic unit -path-. Incidentally, this neoclassical compound was produced in French, 
which, in the tradition of Romance languages, forms its vernacular compounds with a 
reverse constituent order, that is to say, with the head on the left, the modifier on the 
right, and a preposition to link them (e.g. ‘maladie de coeur’, literally ‘disease of heart’). 
What this example shows us is that French may resort to a different constituent order 
when compounding vernacular elements, yet neoclassical compounds produced in French 
are formed according to the prototype of classical compounding. In other words, 
‘cardiopathy’ is not a heart but a disease. It is patterned after classical compounds, such 
as ‘cephalgia’, which have the same constituent order and syntactic relation between their 
constituents. When borrowing neoclassical compounds from French, English may 
therefore discover and occasionally retain a suffixal derivative that is inherent to French, 
as the example ‘demagogue’ attests; however, the constituent order and syntactic 
function of the constituents do not undergo any change from the Greek or Latin 
prototypes. 
 I previously advocated the use of one entry form for all quasi-lexemes, and 
hyphens on both sides to indicate their semiotic rather than lexical nature. This standard 
is valid for quasi-lexemes that are used in initial position of a compound (e.g. 
amorphophyte), in final position of a compound (e.g. anthropomorphist) or in a 
derivative (e.g. amorphous). The integration of a quasi-lexeme into the English lexicon 
through a classical compound may, however, be limited to one position only. For 
example, both the derivative ‘amorphous’ and the compound ‘anthropomorphist’ are 
borrowed from Greek, but the compound ‘amorphophyte’ is not a classical production. 
Therefore, the quasi-lexeme -morph- has a productivity that dates from the late 16th 
century, when it first occurred as a modifier of the lexical unit φυτόν. But it did not 
become productive as the head of a compound until the 19th century, when it was 
concatenated to various semiotic units such as -anthr-, -phyll-, -zo-, etc. to form the 
popular neoclassical compounds ‘anthropomorph’, ‘phyllomorph’, ‘zoomorph’, etc. To 
change the position of the quasi-lexeme in the compound granted it a new syntactic 
function and expanded its range of possible applications.                
  To address the issue of how interchangeable quasi-lexemes are within a 
compound, I would begin by saying that in vernacular English, there are three different 






• The order of constituents is fixed 
 
 When we try to change the order of constituents, the compound loses its meaning. 
For example, a ‘blackbird’ or a ‘bellhop’ cannot be conceived as a ‘birdblack’ or a 
‘hopbell’.  
  
• The order of constituents may be different 
 
 Upon changing the order of the constituents, we end up with a lexicalized 
compound that has a different meaning. A typical example is the pair ‘doghouse’ vs. 
‘housedog’. Occasionally, the compound that we derive is not lexicalized but plausible. 
For example, the compound ‘lamp-house’ as a ‘place that manufactures or repairs lamps’ 
could be changed into ‘house lamp’, which I would define as a ‘lamp that is designed 
exclusively for a house’. 
 
• The order of constituents is open 
 
 When the order of constituents is changed, the compound has the exact same 
meaning. This variety of compound, made up of two nominal constituents, is commonly 
referred to as dvandva. We can make a further distinction between a dvandva that blends 
the two constituents into one (e.g. an ‘ice-cream’ is also a ‘cream ice’) and a dvandva 
whose constituents represent the two functions of the thing or person expressed by the 
compound (e.g. a ‘bed-settee’ is also a ‘settee-bed’). 
 
 
 In light of this interpretation of compounds based on constituent order, I would 
say that compounds with quasi-lexemes have two major restrictions: 
 
• Syntactic restriction 
 
 Vernacular English produces compounds with constituents that benefit from a 
large range of lexical categories. These constituents may be verbs, nouns, or adjectives, 
but also adverbial particles (e.g. away, back, down, over, etc.). This variety of lexical 
categories empowers vernacular English to form compounds with manifold syntactic 
relations, including compounds in which the order of the constituents can be switched 
and made up into compounds with different meanings, in the same way that other lexical 
categories can (e.g. overrun vs. run over, downcast vs. cast down, etc.). Because of the 
restricted lexical categories of their Greek or Latin etymons, which derive only from 
adjectives, adverbs and nouns, compounds with quasi-lexemes do not have such a 
productive diversity.       
 
• Derivational restriction 
 
 When switching the order of constituents, the rule of vernacular compounds is 
that each derivational morpheme remains attached to its lexical unit. For example the 
compound ‘piano player’ may have its constituents switch into ‘player piano’, which is 
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defined as a ‘self-playing piano’. Even though the non-derivative lexical element ‘play’ 
has a different syntactic function in ‘player piano’ than it does in ‘piano player’, its 
nominal suffix -er remains attached to it. In contrast, compounds with quasi-lexemes do 
not allow such a movement of suffixes. In compounds with quasi-lexemes, an English 
suffix serves as a substitute for a case inflection, which, in the tradition of Greek or Latin 
grammar, can only be attached to the right-hand constituent of a compound (e.g. 
homicidium, rhododendron, etc.). Therefore, the compound ‘graphology’ can only have 
its semiotic units switched into the compound ‘logography’.       
 
 
 In spite of these restrictions, quasi-lexemic compounds embrace more or less the 
same pattern as vernacular compounds do. First of all, as I have mentioned, there may be 
centuries before a quasi-lexeme is able to shift from the initial to the final position of a 
compound, but in the absolute, and this is also Tournier’s position, a quasi-lexeme is 
defined as such, by its potential to be used initially or finally in a compound. If it does not 
have this potential, then it is likely to be restricted to the role of affix. That being said, I 
will not extrapolate by saying that a quasi-lexeme, which plays the role of modifier in a 
compound, can systematically become the head of that same compound. For example, an 
‘anthropomorphist’ cannot possibly become a ‘morphanthropist’ under logical 
circumstances. The quasi-lexeme -morph- may lose its head position in a compound like 
‘morphology’, but in its relation to the quasi-lexeme -anthrop-, -morph- is bound to be 
the head. I will delve into the issue of synthetic compounds in the next section, but I 
already feel compelled to say that the right-hand position for a quasi-lexeme in a 
compound does not imply that this quasi-lexeme should have the syntactic function of a 
head. The quasi-lexeme -anthrop- is no more a head in ‘misanthropist’ than it is in 
‘anthropomorphist’.                
 To come back to Tournier’s constituent order constraints, a compound with quasi-
lexemes should follow one of these three patterns: either its constituents have a fixed 
order (e.g. ‘brachycephaly’ cannot have its semiotic units switched into ‘cephalobrachy’, 
as the quasi-lexeme -brach- is always a modifier), or its constituents have a different 
order and therefore a different meaning (e.g. ‘pathology’ as the ‘study of abnormal 
mental condition’ may have its semiotic units switched into ‘logopathy’ defined as a 
‘morbid affection of the speech’), or its constituents have a free order (e.g. ‘androgynous’ 
as a dvandva is a semantic equivalent to ‘gynandrous’). Nevertheless, I will admit that it 
is difficult to differentiate between constituents that have a fixed order and constituents 
whose order may be switched into a plausible, yet not lexicalized compound. Human 
imagination being unlimited, the lexicality of a compound is bound to prevail over its 
acceptability. For instance, the vernacular compound ‘hopbell’ could be a ‘toy in the 
shape of a bell with a power button that makes it leap when it is on’. Similarly, the fact 
that ‘philanthropist’ or ‘misanthropist’ refer to individuals who love and hate humanity 
respectively, why would we not break the logical circumstances, and conceive a 
‘morphanthropist’ as a ‘divine creator who shapes humanity’? I will elucidate this point 





C. Primary versus synthetic compounds 
 
 Comparing quasi-lexemic compounds with vernacular compounds, we notice that 
both of them form two types of compounds: endocentric compounds, which have a head 
and a modifier, and exocentric compounds, which are devoid of any head or modifier. 
Furthermore, both types of compounds may be made up of three or more constituents. 
What differentiates them, is that vernacular compounds have elements that can be used 
separately and can be paraphrased (e.g. a ‘toothache’ is when a tooth aches), whereas 
compounds with quasi-lexemes do not have this property since their constituents are 
semiotic rather than lexical (e.g. an ‘odontalgia’ is not when an -odont- -alg-)34.  
 Within his research on compounding, Hans Marchand (1969) contrasts primary 
compounds with synthetic compounds. He claims that primary compounds, which are 
made up of nominal constituents, are the ‘same independent elements at the level of the 
underlying sentence’ (p.18) (e.g. the steam operates the boat, hence ‘steam boat’)35. 
Conversely, synthetic compounds have a second morphological constituent, which forms 
a Subject-Predicate relation at the level of the underlying sentence (e.g. in watch-maker, 
‘maker’ is decomposed into ‘he makes’). Synthetic compounds, therefore, transpose a 
sentence with its syntactic relation and a semantic value of the component elements, 
whereas primary compounds contain ‘implicit syntactic relations’ and an unexpressed 
semantic element of the verb.  
 When looking at compounds with quasi-lexemes, the first question that may be 
raised is whether or not there is any pattern of primary and synthetic compound. In order 
to answer that question, I would like to examine quasi-lexemes in connection to their 
absence of lexical categories in English. Regardless of their position within a compound, 
that is to say, whether they are initial or final, head or modifier, etc., quasi-lexemes are 
morphosemantic constituents borrowed from classical languages, which means they have 
a derivational lineage in their original language. The semiotic unit -therap-, meaning 
‘heal’, has a verbal form, θεραπεύειν ‘to heal’, from which derives the nominal form, 
θεραπεία, ‘healing’. Thus, the semiotic unit -therap- may be devoid of any lexical 
category, yet it has been clearly derived from the category of verb into the category of 
noun in Greek. Such a derivational lineage is likely to determine, if not the lexical 
category of the element in English, at least the category of compound that this quasi-
lexeme produces when it is the head of that compound. For example, the quasi-lexeme     
-cardi- from Greek καρδία ‘heart’ neither is a verb, nor does it derive from a verb in 
Greek. Therefore, the compound ‘tachycardia’ is bound to be a primary compound. In 
addition to this, the syntactic relation between the two constituents is implicit; the 
sentence is not entirely transposed in the compound, and there is an unexpressed semantic 
element of the verb (e.g. the heart beats fast). This causes an obvious semantic ambiguity 
between constituents, as ‘tachycardia’ could also be interpreted as ‘the heart makes 
someone fast’. We will examine the variable semantic relations between constituents in 
Part III. B. In contrast with -cardi-, the quasi-lexeme -clas-, from the Greek noun κλάσις 
‘breaking’, derives from the verb κλάειν ‘to break’. Therefore, the compound 
‘osteoclasis’ is bound to be a synthetic compound. Here the syntactic relation between the 
two constituents is explicit, the sentence is entirely transposed, and the verbal element 
and the predicate are in a overt form (e.g. the ‘breaking of the bone(s)’).  
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 This derivational lineage of deverbal constituents producing synthetic compounds 
is not restricted to the quasi-lexemes -therap- and -clas-. The same phenomenon occurs 
with a whole set of lexical units: φάγειν ‘to eat’ becomes φάγος ‘eating’; κράτειν ‘to rule’ 
becomes κράτος ‘power’; φόβειν ‘to put to fright’ becomes φόβος ‘fear’, etc. The position 
I defend is that in spite of the fact that quasi-lexemes are no more than semiotic units 
devoid of any lexical category in English, their ‘unfinished’ structure being a finished 
structure in Greek or Latin should suffice to decide whether they form a primary or a 
synthetic compound. As for vernacular English suffixes, they are unable to change the 
original lexical category to which any quasi-lexeme belongs. For example, although 
‘psychotherapy’ is a nominal compound, its quasi-lexeme -therap- still finds its origin in 
the Greek verb θεραπεύειν. Likewise, in the nominal compound ‘fratricide’, the quasi-
lexeme -cid- derives from the Latin verb caedere. Therefore, both ‘psychotherapy’ and 
‘fratricide’ are synthetic compounds, just like the vernacular compound ‘shoe-maker’ is. 
At this point, it is important to be aware of the fact that English suffixes can change the 
lexical category of a compound (e.g. from the noun ‘photophobia’ derives the adjective 
‘photophobic’), but nowise can they change the original lexical category of the semiotic 
unit. In other words, -phob- may have been derived into a noun in Greek, yet it is still a 
verb at the root; therefore, not only ‘photophobia’ and ‘photophobic’ are bound to be 
synthetic compounds, but also are all compounds that form a Subject-Predicate relation at 
the level of the underlying sentence, such as ‘hydrophobia’, ‘scotophobia’, etc. in which 
the semiotic unit -phob- is decomposed into ‘one fears’.  
 As these examples show, vernacular suffixes are used in order to enable semiotic 
units to become lexical units, and also in order for compounds to shift across lexical 
categories. The synthetic compound ‘physiotherapist’ was already a synthetic compound 
when it was first produced as ‘physiotherapy’. The suffix -ist has enabled the compound 
to be agentive, but the compound was predisposed to be agentive in its elementary 
structure /-physi- + -therap-/36, simply because the semiotic unit -therap- derives from a 
verb and therefore is decomposed into ‘one cures’, whether the compound in its surface 
structure is ‘physiotherapy’ or ‘physiotherapist’. The compounds ‘fratricide’ from Latin 
frātricīda as a ‘person who kills a brother’, and ‘fratricide’ from Latin frātricīdium as the 
‘action of killing one’s brother’ have the same application. Although they have been 
borrowed through French, both suffixes are the same in French, whether the compound 
refers to a person or to an action. What is important is that the semiotic unit -cid- should 
have the following derivational lineage in Latin: caedere becomes -cida or caedere 
becomes -cidium. Thus, any compound with the elementary structure /-fratr- + -cid-/ 
should be considered synthetic.  
 A synthetic compound is made up of what is commonly referred to as a set of 
arguments. As I mentioned, at the level of the underlying sentence, the deverbal 
constituent itself is decomposed into an implicit agent, which represents an external 
argument and a verb (e.g. -therap- ‘to cure’ = one cures). The element with which it 
concatenates is the internal argument. In the case of ‘physiotherapy’ and ‘fratricide’, the 
internal argument is the direct object of the deverbal constituent. However, for a deverbal 
constituent to have a direct object as the internal argument, it must be a transitive verb. 
Once again, I would argue that the answer to the question of verbal transitivity is to be 
found in the original language. For instance, -drom- comes from the Greek noun δροµος 
‘race’, which derives from the verb δραµειν ‘to race’. It is prone to make synthetic 
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compounds. The obstacle is that it is not transitive, and it cannot therefore have a direct 
object as its internal argument. For lack of a direct object, it can have a prepositional 
phrase. For example, /-hipp- + -drom-/ can be decomposed into ‘one races with a horse’. 
Likewise /-aer- + -drom-/ can be decomposed into ‘one races in the air’. Marchand 
claims that synthetic compounds are ‘deverbal derivatives from verbs which form a direct 
syntagma with the determinant’. I would extend the definition, and postulate that 
synthetic compounds may form a direct or indirect syntagma with the determinant. In 
terms of semantic roles, the internal argument has the possibility of being a patient (e.g. 
physiotherapy), an instrument (e.g. hippodrome), a location (e.g. aerodrome), a manner 
(e.g. telegraphy), etc. We will find out with Rochelle Lieber (2004) in Part IV. C. that this 
particular issue is all the more relevant, since the ‘distinctive thematic interpretations […] 
contribute to the interpretation of [the decomposed external argument]’ (p.54). 
 Marchand remarks, interestingly, that in synthetic compounds the deverbal 
constituent is not always found in the final position, as the example ‘pickpocket’ testifies. 
‘Pickpocket’ syntactically forms a Subject-Predicate relation that would be transcribed as 
‘one picks pockets’. Another characteristic is that when the deverbal constituent moves to 
the initial position and the internal argument moves to the final position, the compound is 
derived by means of a zero-morpheme (i.e. ‘pick-ø-pocket’ as opposed to ‘pocket-picker’ 
or ‘pocket-picking’). This unusual movement of deverbal constituent and internal 
argument in synthetic compounds also finds its application within compounds with quasi-
lexemes, as the example ‘philanthropist’ testifies. In Greek, the noun φίλος ‘love’ derives 
from the verb φίλειν ‘to love’; therefore, /-phil- + -anthrop-/ is decomposed into ‘one 
loves mankind’. To revert to the question that was brought up in the last section, 
‘morphanthropist’ as a ‘divine creator who shapes humanity’ is unacceptable, because      
-morph- from Greek µορφή ‘form’ does not derive from a verb, being nominal at the root. 
Therefore -anthrop- cannot possibly be the internal argument of -morph-. By contrast, 
‘misanthropist’ has a deverbal element -mis- from Greek µισειν ‘to hate’. It is a synthetic 
compound with a right-hand internal argument. The quasi-lexeme -mis- differs from its 
antonym -phil- in so far as it occurs only in the left-hand position of a compound. As for 
the suffixal derivative, as I discussed before, it is always attached to the right-hand 
constituent, and a reverse compound structure like /-mis- + -gyn-/ corroborates that norm. 
Thus, a synthetic compound with quasi-lexemes allows a mobility of deverbal constituent 
and internal argument but forbids a mobility of suffixes.  
 Eventually, there are quasi-lexemes deriving from Greek or Latin verbs that are 
used exclusively in the initial position of a compound. Here is a list of these quasi-
lexemes collected from my corpus: 
 
-alex- from Greek ἀλέξειν ‘to ward off’, -append-/-appendic- from Latin appendere ‘to 
hang upon’, -audi- from Latin audīre ‘to hear’, -aux-/-auxan- from Greek αὔξειν ‘to 
increase’, -cleid-/-cleist- from Greek κλείειν ‘to close’, -choan- from Greek χειν ‘to pour’, 
-dial- from Greek διαλύειν ‘to separate’, -dicty- from Greek δικειν ‘to throw’, -fiss- from 
Latin findere ‘to cleave’, -hapt- from Greek ἅπτειν ‘to bind’, -herpet- from Greek ἕρπειν 
‘to creep’, -lip- from Greek λεἰπειν ‘to be lacking’, -men- from Greek µένειν ‘to remain’, 
-oryct- from Greek ὀρύσσειν ‘to dig’, -phenakist- from Greek φενακἰζειν ‘to deceive’,      
-phlycten- from Greek φλύζειν ‘to boil over’, -phylact- from Greek φυλάσσειν ‘to protect’, 
-pict- from Latin pingere ‘to paint’, -piez- from Greek πιέζειν ‘to squeeze’, -pin- from
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Greek πίνειν ‘to drink’, -plect- from Greek πλέκειν ‘to twist’, -prosth- from Greek 
προστιθέναι ‘to add’, -pseud- from Greek ψευδειν ‘to lie’, -ptych- from Greek πτυσσειν ‘to 
fold’, -sapr- from Greek σέπειν ‘to rot’, -stephan- from Greek στέφειν ‘to crown’, -tan- 
from Greek τανύειν ‘to stretch’, -terps- from Greek τέρπειν ‘to delight’, -thall- from 
Greek θάλλειν ‘to bloom’, -vibr- from Latin vibrāre ‘to vibrate’, -vide- from Latin vidēre 
‘to see’, -ze- from Greek ζειν ‘to boil’. 
 
 These deverbal quasi-lexemes never govern the right-hand constituent. On the 
contrary, they happen to be subjected to the right-hand constituent, and their compound 
as a whole behaves as a primary compound in which the deverbal constituent has been 
adjectivized (e.g ‘saprophyte’ dissected into /-sapr- + -phyt-/ is rendered as ‘the plant is 
rotten’) or a synthetic compound in which the deverbal constituent has been nominalized 
(e.g. ‘herpetology’ dissected into /-herpet- + -log-/ is rendered as ‘one studies reptiles’). 
 
 To summarize this structural analysis, there are three major criteria that should 
confirm that compounds like ‘tachycardia’ and ‘saprophyte’ are primary compounds, 
while ‘osteoclasis’, ‘misogyny’ and ‘herpetology’ are synthetic compounds: 
 
 
• A synthetic compound has a deverbal constituent made up of an implicit agent 
and a verb. A primary compound has a nominal constituent as a head, and it allows a 
deverbal constituent to be used as a modifier only if the latter has gone through a 
process of nominalization.  
 
• A primary compound is always an endocentric compound, and its head is usually 
the right-hand constituent but not necessarily. A synthetic compound is usually the 
right-headed but occasionally the left-hand constituent is the head, and it has a direct 
or indirect internal argument. 
 
• A primary compound has an implicit syntactic relation of its constituents and 
allows more than one interpretation of the semantic relation. A synthetic compound 
has an explicit Subject-Predicate relation and can have its deverbal constituent 
decomposed in an unambiguous manner.   
  
 
Another point to consider when dealing with neoclassical compounds, that is to 
say, compounds that are not borrowed from classical languages but rather produced 
within the borrowing language, is whether derivation or compounding occurs first. This is 
even more relevant, since there are derivatives that are made up of a semiotic unit and a 
suffix only (e.g. ‘therapy’). When considering the structure of a synthetic compound like 
‘psychotherapy’ in contrast with ‘therapy’, we may ask ourselves whether 
‘psychotherapy’ is the compounding of the semiotic unit -psych- and the lexical unit 
‘therapy’, or if we are to consider that the semiotic units -psych- and -therap- are first 
concatenated and then derived according to the lexical category that needs to be ascribed 
to them (e.g. psychotherap-y, psychotherap-ic, psychotherap-ist, etc.). The answer to this 
question can be found through a systematic diachronic analysis. There is lexicographical 
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evidence, which consists in tracing the origin and the date of first occurrence of -therap- 
and its compounded derivatives. According to the OED, the derivative ‘therapy’ dates 
back to 184637, while all the synthetic compounds in which -therap- governs an internal 
argument (e.g. ‘heliotherapy’, ‘physiotherapy’, ‘psychotherapy’, etc.) are posterior 
productions. Compounds in which the quasi-lexeme -therap- governs an internal 








   -heli-   + -o- +     -therap-      +        -y    
   -physi-                  
   -psych-      
   etc. 
 
 By contrast, and again according to the OED, the semiotic unit -phil- enabled 
English to produce ‘philia’, which dates back to 1938. However, most common synthetic 
compounds in which the quasi-lexeme -phil- governs an internal argument were anterior 
to 1938. For example, ‘hydrophilia’ dates back to 1904, ‘necrophilia’ dates back to 1892, 
‘zoophilia’ dates back to 1899, etc. Tournier (1985) talks about vertical conversion (or 
downgrading in this case), whereby a lexemic unit becomes a morphemic unit. I would 
object that the derivative ‘philia’ is more than a morpheme, since it is actually made up of 
two morphemes, namely, a quasi-lexeme and a suffix. However, I find it advisable to 
retain the concept of downgrading, since there is a process of conversion, yet without 
functional change between lexical categories. The derivative ‘philia’ stems from all other 
synthetic compounds in which -phil- governs an internal argument, just like the 
derivative ‘ism’ in ‘I stand against all kinds of isms’ stems from all other derived lexical 
units with the suffix -ism, such as fascism, nationalism, patriotism, etc., by a process of 
upgrading with a change of morphemic categories (morpheme > lexeme). Compounds in 
which the quasi-lexeme -phil- governs an internal argument can, therefore, be represented 
by means of this tree structure: 
 







                 -hydr-  + -o- +  -phil-       +       -ia 
   -necr- 
   -therm- 
   etc. 
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D. Secondary compounds 
 
 The use of tree structures, which is supported by lexicographical evidence, proves 
helpful, not only to highlight whether derivation or compounding occurs first, but also to 
determine, in the case of a secondary compound, which lexical units are concatenated 
first.  
 To begin with, I would like to emphasize the fact that, in spite of its vague label, a 
secondary compound is not strictly a primary compound onto which another lexical or 
semiotic unit has been added. For the sake of clarity, a secondary compound could have 
been labeled ‘augmented compound’, as its chief purpose is to compound that which is 
already a compound, with a third constituent. Hence, a synthetic compound to which a 
lexical or semiotic unit has been added could also fit in the category of secondary 
compound. A primary or synthetic compound has a binary structure, in so far as, aside 
from affixes, it involves two lexemes or two quasi-lexemes. A secondary compound has a 
ternary structure (e.g. central nervous system, psychophysiology). Theoretically, we 
could conceive of a tertiary compound that has a quaternary structure, a quaternary 
compound that has a quinary structure, etc. but there comes a point where the 
acceptability of the compounded formation supersedes its lexicality. Nevertheless, taking 
into consideration the fact that new constituents may always be concatenated to an 
already existing compound, the term ‘augmented compound’ seems advisable when 
speaking in general, and ‘secondary compound’, ‘tertiary compound’, etc. when speaking 
in particular. 
   Tournier (1985), in his thorough examination of the different types of 
compounds, suggests that secondary compounds should be divided into three types, 
corresponding to the order with which their constituents are concatenated:  
 
• Type 1: W + XY (e.g. fairy godmother) 
 
• Type 2: WX + Y (e.g. bedside table) 
 
• Type 3: W + X + Y (e.g. round unvarnished tale) 
   
 Type 1 is by far the most common type of secondary compound with quasi-
lexemes. This type pervades all scientific and technological fields. For example 
‘biology’, which is already a concatenation of two semiotic units, namely, -bi- from 
Greek βίος ‘life’ and -log- from Greek λέγειν ‘to speak’, lends itself to secondary 
compounding by means of such semiotic units as -astr-, -phyt-, -xen-, etc., in 
‘astrobiology’ as ‘one speaks of life on the celestial bodies’, ‘phytobiology’ as ‘one 
speaks of vegetal life’, ‘xenobiology’ as ‘one speaks of extraterrestrial life’, etc. In light 
of these examples, it is interesting to notice that all secondary compounds are subfields of 
‘biology’, which behaves more like a simple lexical unit than a compound lexical unit at 
that point. Also, these secondary compounds have the characteristics of primary 
compounds, in so far as ‘biology’ as a non-deverbal constituent is the head, and -astr-,  
-phyt-, and -xen- are the respective modifiers. The type of compounds they form is 
endocentric, and the head is regularly the right-hand constituent. Lastly, there is an 
implicit syntactic relation between each constituent, which allows more than one 
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interpretation of the semantic relation. The type W + XY is corroborated by 
lexicographical data: ‘biology’ dates back to 1813, and all secondary compounds are 
posterior productions. Other than ‘biology’, many compounds take part in secondary 
compounding of type 1: photography (1839) > telephotography (1881); physiology 
(1564) > psychophysiology (1839); geography (1542) > paleogeography (1881), etc.     
 
 Type 2 is far less common than type 1, when it comes to compounding quasi-
lexemes. The examples of secondary compounds of that type also tend to show that by 
the time a third constituent concatenates with the two others, that initial binary compound 
behaves more like a simple lexical unit than a compound lexical unit. For example, 
‘microbicide’ does not have two semiotic units but three. However, by the time ‘microbe’ 
concatenates with the quasi-lexeme -cid-, it is hardly perceived as being of a binary 
structure, that is to say, -micr- from Greek µικρός ‘small’ and -b-38 from Greek βίος ‘life’. 
Instead, ‘microbe’, whose constituents are opacified, behaves like a simple lexical unit; 
therefore, the secondary compound ‘microbicide’ with the structure WX + Y is construed 
as ‘Y is performed upon WX’. The same phenomenon occurs with ‘philosophicide’, 
although in this case, WX is more easily identifiable as being a concatenation of two 
distinct quasi-lexemes. Still, the latter example highlights an interesting fact that supports 
the theory of a semiotic rather than lexical nature of quasi-lexemes. This structure can 
also be construed as ‘Y is performed upon WX’; however, WX is understood in its 
dissected form as /-phil- + -soph-/ rather than as a complete lexeme like ‘philosophy’, 
‘philosopher’, ‘philosophize’, etc. Therefore, a ‘philosophicide’ may be understood as the 
killing of a person, a discipline, or a way of thinking, etc. This is further evidence that 
without a suffix, semiotic units are no more than signs that convey an incomplete lexical 
meaning. 
 More interestingly, as Tournier (1985) points out, there are binary compounds 
that are actually ellipsis of ternary compounds (e.g. gingernut < gingerbread nut). I would 
like to tackle the case of ‘diplophobia’, defined as the ‘fear of double vision’39. Even 
though -dipl- could be considered a prefix rather than a quasi-lexeme, the compound 
‘diplopobia’ is dissected as /-dipl- + -phob-/, which literally means ‘fear of the double’. 
The discrepancy between the surface structure and the underlying sentence can be solved 
by stipulating that the binary compound ‘diplophobia’ is indeed an ellipsis of the ternary 
compound ‘diplopophobia’. We end up with a secondary compound of type 2, that is to 
say, with a concatenation of the first two constituents, prior to adding the third 
constituent. The evidence for a structure WX + Y is that ‘diplopia’ was produced before 
‘diplophobia’. Once again, the semiotic units -dipl- and -op- are only signs, which, 
deprived of their suffix -ia, render an incomplete lexical meaning. Therefore, 
‘diplophobia’ can be understood as the ‘fear of being a victim of double vision’ as well as 
the ‘fear of the condition of having a double vision’, the ‘fear of a person who has a 
double vision’, etc.  
 
 Type 3 is the least common type of secondary compound. Aside from highly 
scientific terms, this type of formation is mainly exemplified through nonce words that 
are created on the spur of the moment in order to satisfy a humorous impulse. They 
indubitably partake of creativity rather than productivity40. For example, while delivering 
a speech, Prince Philip of Edinburgh came up with the secondary compound 
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‘dontopedalogy’41, which was eventually lexicalized in 1969. Here is how he formulated 
the concept: 
 
 ‘Dontopedalogy is the science of opening your mouth  
 and putting your foot in it, a science which I have  
 practiced for a good many years’.   
 
 There is evidence that we are dealing with a secondary compound of the type W + 
X + Y, that is to say, with the semiotic units -dont- + -ped- + -log- being concatenated 
synchronically. Firstly, there are no lexicalized compounds dontopedia, dontopedic, 
dontopedy, etc., nor are there lexicalized compounds pedalogy, pedalogue, pedalogic, etc. 
either in the OED, in the AHD or in the W3. Therefore ‘dontopedalogy’ must have been 
produced at once. Secondly, it is semantically obvious that every constituent needs to be 
coordinated with the other two. Unlike formations of type 1 and type 2, ‘dontopedalogy’ 
is not a subfield of ‘pedalogy’ and -log- is not acting upon -dontoped-. Instead, the 
secondary compound describes a ‘so-called’ science, which has two body parts 
interacting with each other.  
 
 Of all three types of compounds, type 1 and type 2 are the most predictable, as 
they are formed on a regular pattern. 
 Type 1: secondary compounds W + XY are always expanded primary compounds 
in which WXY is a hyponym of XY. The compound XY itself may be a primary or a 
synthetic compound, but stands necessarily as a nominal constituent.  
 Type 2: With secondary compounds WX + Y, the compound as a whole is an 
expanded synthetic compound. Even though WX may vary between primary and 
synthetic, it stands necessarily as a nominal constituent. As for Y, it is a deverbal 
constituent that governs the internal argument WX.    
 
 
E. Expansion and transposition 
 
Marchand (1969) states that a compound is the combination of constituents on the 
basis of a modifier and head relation, which he calls ‘syntagma’. A syntagma is made 
possible because two distinct referents share something that causes them to be brought 
together. However, one referent being more prominent than the other (except when two 
referents are semantically coordinated), what ensues is that one referent will act upon the 
other and modify it. In that case, the relation between the head of the syntagma and the 
syntagma itself is that of hyponymy, since the syntagma becomes a variety of the head 
constituent. Lyons (1963) defines it in terms of ‘unilateral implication’ (p.69). For 
example, a ‘doll house’ is a ‘house’ but a ‘house’ is not necessarily a ‘doll house’.  
Regardless of its semantic restriction, the syntagma has the same lexical category 
and morphosyntactic features as its head constituent. Marchand refers to this 
phenomenon as an ‘expansion’ and maintains that any syntagma with a head constituent 




[XY]z where X is a modifier and Y a head 
Z is a hyponym of Y  
Z is an expanded version of Y 
 
The head of the compound being the prominent constituent that determines to 
which syntactic and lexical categories the compound as a whole belongs, there is an 
obvious problem with positing that Z is an expanded version of Y, when it comes to 
compounds with quasi-lexemes. Marchand further claims that an ‘expansion is defined as 
a combination XY in which Y is a free morpheme’ (p.11). I would like to complement 
the aforementioned principle with another condition: 
 
For [XY]z to be an expansion of Y, Z should stem from Y   
If not, Y is a reduced version of Z   
 
For example, ‘therapy’ is a complete lexeme. In other words, it is a lexical unit 
made of a semiotic unit and a suffix. All compounds with ‘therapy’ as their head will be 
expansions of ‘therapy’. However, the problem with compounds with quasi-lexemes is 
that Y may occasionally stem from Z, as the derivative ‘philia’ testifies. Therefore, 
‘philia’, which is a complete lexeme dissected as /-phil- + -ia/, can be legitimately 
considered the head of the syntagma ‘hydrophilia’, but instead of dealing with expansion, 
we are facing a case of reduction. As these examples show, the syntagma is not required 
to be a primary compound. Synthetic compounds lend themselves to expansion as well as 
primary compounds do, and it is more important to trace which one, whether the head or 
the syntagma, was first lexicalized: 
 
[psychotherapy] is a hyponym of [therapy]  
[psychotherapy] stems from [therapy]  
[psychotherapy] is an expanded version of [therapy]  
 
 
[hydrophilia] is a hyponym of [philia]  
[philia] stems from [hydrophilia], [zoophilia], etc. 
[philia] is a reduced version of [hydrophilia], [zoophilia], etc. 
 
 
The main hindrance with compounds with quasi-lexemes is that few of them have 
the potential to have their head constituent expanded (e.g. ‘therapy’ becomes 
‘psychotherapy’) or to have their syntagma reduced (e.g. ‘hydrophilia’, ‘zoophilia’, etc. 
become ‘philia’). The derivatives ‘therapy’ and ‘philia’ are lexical units, but the majority 
of non-compounded quasi-lexemes are simply semiotic units that have no access to 
discourse. The way to solve this problem is by dissecting the syntagma into semiotic 
units and applying the principle of ‘expansion only’42 to these semiotic units at the level 
of the elementary structure. For expansion to occur, the combination of semiotic units 
must satisfy two conditions, namely, to stand as a hyponym of the head constituent, and 
to stem from the head constituent:    
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/-psych- + -therap-/ is a hyponym of /-therap-/  
/-psych- + -therap-/ stems from /-therap-/  




/-pach- + -derm-/ is not a hyponym of /-derm-/ 
/-pach- + -derm-/ stems from /-derm-/ 
/-pach- + -derm-/ is NOT an expanded version of /-derm-/ 
 
 
Componential analyses of -therap-, as a simple semiotic unit and as a compound 
semiotic unit, should render the same results. Among the common semantic components 
are ‘medical treatment’, ‘curative’, ‘intended to bring health to restoration’, etc. Also, the 
‘IS A condition’ mentioned by Allen (1978), according to which a compound should be a 
binary structure with a head and that head should be the right-hand constituent of the 
compound, is satisfied (e.g. /-hydr- + -therap-/ is a /-therap-/). The mere impediments are 
the lack of lexical category of the head constituent and its morphosyntactic limitation. 
Other than these, the semantic subset relation between the syntagma and its head 
constituent allows expansion to occur. 
Although the representation of the elementary structure pays no attention to the 
lexical categories of constituents, we get an idea from the classical derivational lineage 
that /-psych- + -therap-/ is a synthetic compound, since -therap- is a deverbal noun, 
whereas /-pach- + -derm-/ is a primary compound, since -derm- originates from a noun. 
However, the less prominent constituent in a syntagma, which is the internal argument in 
the case of a synthetic compound or the modifier in the case of a primary compound, is 
often overlooked. Yet any syntactic change in relation to the non-head constituent is 
bound to have semantic implications. Marchand affirms that in a primary compound, the 
head is a noun, and the modifier is naturally an adjective43. Similarly, in a synthetic 
compound, the governing constituent is a deverbal noun, and the internal argument is 
naturally a noun. The modifier constituent of a primary compound, which would be used 
in a different function than adjective, has clearly undergone transposition. This can be 
posited as follows: 
 
In a primary compound Z, if X is a noun, then it has been transposed 
[Xadjective + Ynoun]z     [Xnoun 2 + Ynoun 1]z  
 
The vast majority of primary compounds with quasi-lexemes have an adjectival 
modifier. For example, the syntagmas with the semiotic unit -b- from Greek βίος ‘life’ as 
their head constituent are /-sapr- + -b-/, /-micr- + -b-/, etc. Most of them have their 
modifier constituent in a natural function. Yet the case of /-hyl- + -b-/, which is realized 
as ‘hylobian’, from Greek ὕλη ‘forest’, testifies that a transposition of the modifier has 
taken place. Likewise, the syntagmas with the semiotic unit /-card-/ from Greek καρδία 
‘heart’ as their head constituent are /-brad- + -card-/, /-orth- + -card-/, /-sten- + -card-/, 
etc. However, the case of /-trich- + -card-/, which is realized as ‘trichocardia’, from 
Greek θρίξ, τριχός ‘hair’, also testifies to a transposition of the modifier.  
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Transposition is not strictly limited to the passage from adjective to noun. Having 
addressed the issue of nominalized verbs in section C., I may argue that all deverbal 
constituents that have been nominalized and stand as modifiers in a primary or synthetic 
compound are equally transposed. For example, the quasi-lexeme -herp-, from Greek 
ἕρπειν ‘to creep’, which is found in ‘herpetology’, gives evidence of a transposition from 
verb to noun.  
Interestingly, Marchand points out that transposition is an essential factor to the 
increase of productivity in compounding. What he suggests is that ‘the more a pattern has 
a transpositional function, the higher is the degree of its productivity’ (p.18). In addition 
to this, although I will address the issue of relational ambiguity between constituents in    
Part III. B.1, it is important to mention here that transposition is what increases relational 
ambiguity. It does not mean that a primary compound whose modifier constituent is an 
adjective is unambiguous, but that the transposition from an adjective to a noun makes 
the compound more ambiguous, as the possible semantic relations between the two 
constituents increase. For example, the vernacular compound ‘wet bed’ is a primary 
compound whose modifier constituent is an adjective. There is a lexical ambiguity in the 
constituent ‘wet’, which may refer to urine or to any other liquid that could have been 
spilled or poured on the bed. However, the relational ambiguity between the modifier and 
the head constituents is minimal. In contrast, the compound ‘water bed’, whose modifier 
constituent is a transposed noun, has a more ambiguous relation to its head constituent, 
since the bed could be made of water, or it could attract water, or it could be located near 
water, etc. Compounds with quasi-lexemes do not seem to be influenced by 
transpositional factors when it comes to increasing relational ambiguity between their 
constituents. On the contrary, a transposed compound usually demonstrates a solid degree 
of relational predictability. 
The next Part is intended to shed light on the semantic relations between 
constituents in compounds with quasi-lexemes. I will prove that, in spite of a more 
restricted means of productivity, compounds with quasi-lexemes are nonetheless prone to 



















PART III.  COMPOUNDING QUASI-LEXEMES: SEMANTIC RELATIONS 
 
 
A. Compounds versus derivatives44 
  
 Marchand describes derivation as the transposition of a lexeme to the role of 
modifier in a syntagma in which the head is a dependent morpheme. If I applied his 
definition to the lexeme ‘dentist’ and compare it with ‘dentiroster’45, which is defined as 
‘belonging to an ornithological species that has a toothed beak’, I would infer that, 
although both formations have the quasi-lexeme -dent- in a transposed function, in 
‘dentiroster’, -rostr- is a quasi-lexeme. The interpretation I can make of this compound 
lexical unit is this: 
 
/-dent- + -rostr-/ is not a hyponym of /-rostr-/  
/-dent- + -rostr-/ stems from /-rostr-/  
/-dent- + -rostr-/ is NOT an expanded version of /-rostr-/  
 
 Conversely, with the assumption that an affix may be the head of a formation, 
‘dentist’ has a categorizing suffix as its head constituent: 
 
/-dent- + -ist-/ is a hyponym of /-ist-/  
/-dent- + -ist-/ does not stem from /-ist-/  
/-dent- + -ist-/ is NOT an expanded version of /-ist-/  
 
In the latter example, because the head constituent belongs to the morphemic 
category of affix, the lexeme becomes a derivative. As for the former example, which is 
commonly referred to as an ‘exocentric compound’, it cannot really be a compound 
either, since it fails to pass the test of expansion. Marchand’s argument is this: 
 
If a formation [XY]z cannot be explained by Y determined by X, but as a person 
or a thing having Z, then it is not a compound but a derivative.  
 
From that statement, I may deduce that all so-called ‘bahuvrihi compounds’ are 
indeed no more than derivatives. Nevertheless, there is a distinction between the 
derivatives ‘dentist’ and ‘dentiroster’. In ‘dentist’, if I take for granted the fact that -ist- is 
the head of the formation, in spite of its ‘lesser’ morphemic category, then I conclude that 
/-dent- + -ist-/ is a kind of /-ist-/. In contrast, ‘dentiroster’ is assumed to be devoid of a 
head, at least at the level of the morphological structure. I have argued earlier that in such 
compounds, the head exists, but it is implicit. Thus, /-dent- + -rostr-/ is not a kind of  
/-rostr-/ but a bird that is characterized by /-dent- + -rostr-/. From these two examples, I 
gather that there is not one but two varieties of derivatives: one is simple, and the other is 






• Simple derivatives 
 
 Amiot and Dal (2007) claim that the quasi-lexeme -log-, as found in French 
psychologue or English ‘psychologist’, forms compounds that receive an ‘agentive 
interpretation’ (p.333). Thus, a ‘psychologist’ is a ‘person who speaks about the spirit’. 
They also clearly acknowledge the elementary structure in psychologue, in which -psych- 
stems from the noun ψύχη ‘spirit’ and -log- from the verb λέγειν ‘to speak’, but they 
contend that this underlying sentence is not as readily discernable as it is in a formation 
like ‘floriferous’. However, according to them, the surface structure is different from the 
underlying sentence, and it opens up two hypotheses as to what the status of -logue is:  
 
o Hypothesis 1: It is a deverbal noun that has undergone a change of 
meaning from ‘speaker’ to ‘specialist’. Therefore, the compounds it forms 
are primary compounds of the type [Xnoun 2 + Ynoun 1]z with a transposition 
of the modifier. 
 
o Hypothesis 2: It is an exponent of an LCR46, or in other words, an affix, 
that forms nouns of specialists, just like the suffix -ist- does. At this point, 
we may infer that the two suffixes are in complementary distribution.        
     
Although the first hypothesis is the more plausible, I would still argue that           
/-psych- + -log-/ is a synthetic compound, whose deverbal constituent has an opaque 
function in comparison with such synthetic compounds as /-reg- + -cid-/ or /-copr- +        
-phag-/. The quasi-lexeme -log- has undergone a metonymical change from ‘one speaks’ 
to ‘one studies’ and every constituent with which it concatenates is a direct internal 
argument (e.g. /-psych- + -log-/ is glossed as ‘one studies the spirit’). As for the second 
hypothesis, the only supportive argument is the fact that the quasi-lexeme -log-, as found 
in ‘psychology’, occurs only in final position, a characteristic shared by exponents of 
LCRs. The main refuting argument is that there are compound lexical units like French 
ophtalmologiste or English ‘ophtalmologist’ that bear both suffixes -log- and -ist-. Two 
suffixes with identical semantic components cannot possibly be used in the same lexeme. 
The argument I have defended is that a compound with quasi-lexemes or a derivative 
with a quasi-lexeme ought to be firstly dissected into its minimal units of meaning. The 
element -logue is not a minimal unit of meaning, but a semiotic unit and an agentive 
suffix. Once dissected into /-psych- + -log-/, suffixes may be used to enable the 
interpreter to complement the underlying sentence, while preserving the basic syntactic 
relation (e.g. ‘psychologist’ is a ‘person who studies the spirit’, ‘psychology’ is a 
‘discipline which studies the spirit’, ‘psychological’ is a ‘relation to that which studies 
the spirit’, etc.).     
  The issue raised by Marchand concerning the headedness of an exponent of an 
LCR is crucial when it comes to understanding a syntagma like ‘psychologist’, which is 
formed by concatenating two quasi-lexemes and adding the agentive suffix -ist-. At the 
level of the morphological structure, a ‘psychologist’ is not a ‘*logist’ in the same way 
that a ‘psychotherapist’ is a ‘therapist’. But at the level of the elementary structure, both 
are represented in a similar way: 
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/-therap- + -ist-/ is a hyponym of /-ist-/  
/-therap- + -ist-/ does not stem from /-ist-/ 
/-therap- + -ist-/ is NOT an expanded version of /-ist-/  
  
/-log- + -ist-/ is a hyponym of /-ist-/  
/-log- + -ist-/ does not stem from /-ist-/ 
/-log- + -ist-/ is NOT an expanded version of /-ist-/  
  
 
What we deduce is that, if neither /-therap- + -ist-/ nor /-log- + -ist-/ is an 
expanded version of /-ist-/, then they are not compounds, since compounding implies 
expansion. However, the question of headedness is not excluded, since a head does not 
have to expand; therefore, a suffix may fulfill the function of a head as long as it is the 
dominant element in the lexeme. Marchand supports that perspective by claiming that in 
a suffixal derivative, the suffix is the semantically and syntactically dominant element. 
Hence, we may stretch our representation of the elementary structure as follows: 
 




/-ist-/ is the head of the derivative /-log- + -ist-/ 
 
 
• Complex derivatives 
 
 With simple derivatives, the head constituent, being a suffix, is of a different 
morphemic category than with compounds. In contrast, with complex derivatives, 
commonly referred to as ‘exocentric compounds’, it is commonly argued that the head is 
outside of the syntagma. For example, a ‘pachyderm’ is a mammal that is characterized 
by /-pach- + -derm-/ and rendered as a ‘mammal that has thick skin’. Likewise, an 
‘oligochaete’, from the Greek ὀλίγος ‘few’ and χαίτη ‘bristle’, is a variety of worm that is 
characterized by /-olig- + -chaet-/ and rendered as a ‘worm that has few bristles’48. If 
such is the case, then a suffix should have the strict function of assigning a lexical 
category to its syntagma, but nowise would it serve as the head of that syntagma. 
However, the position I defend is that, contrary to compounds like /-psych- + -log- +  
-ist-/, whose head constituent /-log- + -ist-/ is made up of a semiotic unit and a suffix, 
complex derivatives do have, at the level of the morphological structure, a head 
constituent that is made up of a suffix only. That head constituent also determines the 
lexical category of the syntagma and may be reduced to a zero-morpheme49: 
 




/-ø/ is the head of the complex derivative /-pach- + -derm- + -ø/  
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 The supportive argument for considering the head of these complex derivatives to 
be present at the level of the morphological structure is this: quasi-lexemes are bound 
elements under the law of affix requirement; therefore, not only is a suffix obligatorily 
attached to the right-hand constituent of any such complex derivative in order to 
determine the syntactic and lexical categories to which that derivative belongs, but also 
that suffix is the semantically and syntactically dominant element of the syntagma. The 
main difference between a complex derivative and a compound is that the head 
constituent in a complex derivative is not agentive, because it does not form a Subject-
Predicate relation. Instead, it is thematic. For example, on the one hand, ‘psychotherapist’ 
is rendered as a ‘person heals the spirit’; on the other hand, ‘pachyderm’ is rendered as a 
‘mammal has thick skin’. The compound ‘psychotherapist’ has a dynamic verbal 
structure. The suffix  /-ist-/ stands for the agent at the level of the surface structure, but it 
is agentive even in the underlying sentence, since /-therap-/ is glossed as ‘one heals’. 
Conversely, the complex derivative ‘pachyderm’ has an implicit syntactic relation 
between its constituents and a stative verbal structure. The suffix, which is a zero-
morpheme, stands as the theme at the level of the morphological structure, exactly like 
the morpheme /-e/ does in ‘oligochaete’. It must be said that the same morpheme /-e/ may 
be agentive in a compound (e.g. zoophile) or thematic in a complex derivative (e.g. 
oligochaete). Yet that morpheme is the head constituent in /-olig- + -chaet- + -e/ but not 
in /-zo- + -phil- + -e/, in which the head constituent is /-phil- + -e/.    
 Therefore, the vast majority of so-called primary compounds with quasi-lexemes 
would be merely complex derivatives. The particularity of a complex derivative with 
quasi-lexemes is that because the head is the theme actualized by a suffix, the 
concatenated semiotic units become automatically the qualifier. Here is how it may be 
represented: 
 
In a complex derivative [X + Y + Suffix] 
Suffix is the head 
and [X + Y] is the qualifier 
 
 The difference between a modifier and a qualifier is threefold: 
 
o A modifier belongs to a compound. A qualifier belongs to a complex 
derivative.  
 
o A modifier is made up of one semiotic unit, except in the case of 
augmented compounds. A qualifier is made up of a minimum of two 
semiotic units.   
 
o A modifier is irreducible to further syntactic components. A qualifier is 
made up of a head and a modifier that have a primal50 syntactic function. 
  
  The issue of transposition tackled in Part II. E. is a common phenomenon with 
complex derivatives. For example, ‘mastodon’ from the Greek µαστός ‘breast’ and ὀδούς, 
ὀδόντος ‘tooth’ is a complex derivative with a head /-ø/ and a qualifier /-mast- + -odon-/. 
Although the lexeme /-mast- + -odon- + -ø/ refers to a ‘prehistoric mammal that had 
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breast-like tubercles on its posterior teeth’, the qualifier is reducible to a head constituent 
/-odon-/, which is itself modified by /-mast-/. As opposed to /-pach- + -derm-/, whose 
modifier /-pach-/ derives from the Greek adjective παχύς, /-mast- + -odon-/ has a 
modifier /-mast-/ that has been transposed. Another interesting case of transposition is the 
complex derivative ‘hippopotamus’, from Greek ἵππος ‘horse’ and ποταµός ‘river’. The 
head constituent is the neo-Latin case inflection /-us/, which has substituted for the Greek 
first declension nominal /-ος/. The qualifier is /-hipp- + -potam-/. Interestingly, the head 
of this qualifier is the left-hand constituent. In addition, the lexeme as a whole is not 
rendered as a ‘mammal that has a river-horse’, but as a ‘mammal that looks like a river-
horse’. Consequently, it would be appropriate to refine Marchand’s definition of a 
complex derivative: 
 
If a formation [(X + Y) + Suffix] cannot be explained by Y determined by X, 
 but as Suffix being linked to X + Y, then it is not a compound but a complex 
 derivative stretched as [(X + Y)qualifier + (Suffix)head] 
   
 The theory according to which the head of any complex derivative is present at 
the level of the morphological structure has flaws too. For instance, the syntagma 
‘onager’, from Greek ὄνος ‘ass’ and ἄγριος ‘wild’, creates an obvious problem in terms 
of syntactic structure. This primary compound is not a complex derivative, since the head 
is the non-deverbal semiotic unit /-on-/. Not only does the head occur as the left-hand 
constituent, but the compound has a suffix /-er/, which cannot possibly be thematic. 
Contrary to synthetic compounds, which can be explained in terms of discontinuous 
morphemes or ‘split heads’ (e.g. /-phil- + -er/ is the head of the compound /-phil- +  
-soph- + -er/), ‘onager’ does not have a deverbal constituent bound to its suffix /-er/ in 
order to form a head. Therefore, the suffix /-er/ cannot be a head, unless /-on-/ and /-er/ 
are co-referents. I will try to elucidate this issue through Lieber’s principle of 
coindexation in Part IV. C.    
 
 
B. Variable relations 
   
  So far, I have applied the word ‘compound’ lato sensu, that is to say, to refer to 
either a compound stricto sensu or to what I would call a ‘fortuitous collocation’. 
However, the difference between a compound stricto sensu and a fortuitous collocation is 
notable, when it comes to understanding how syntagmas with quasi-lexemes function.     
A fortuitous collocation is not a lexicalized syntagma. This is why context may determine 
what its actual referent is. In contrast, a compound stricto sensu, which may or may not 
originate as a fortuitous collocation, is a lexicalized syntagma with an established 
referent51. As I mentioned earlier, a ‘water bed’ is a bed that may be interpreted as having 
various relations to the water. At this point, it is considered a fortuitous collocation. 
Conversely, a ‘waterbed’, as a ‘bed made of a mattress filled with water’, is a compound 
with an entry form in dictionaries. As it is often the case with vernacular compounds, the 
constituents of a compound stricto sensu may be tied, hyphenated, or spaced. However, 
the constituents of a fortuitous collocation are always spaced. As for syntagmas with 
quasi-lexemes, because their constituents are neither spaced nor hyphenated but tied, they 
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cannot behave like fortuitous collocations do. Nevertheless, I would like to look at them 
in such a way that I may determine a possible pattern in the semantic relations between 




   1. Relational ambiguity 
 
   Margaret Allen (1978) understands compounds as being syntactic structures with 
variable relations between their constituents. She refers to that phenomenon as the 
‘Variable R Condition’. As I have already pointed out, it is evident that synthetic 
compounds, with their Subject-Predicate relation at the level of the underlying sentence, 
are not concerned with such a principle, since they form explicit syntagmas. This 
Variable R Condition is intended to determine the meaning of primary compounds. In 
other words, a primary compound with a modifier adjective and a head noun (e.g. dusty 
snow) or with a noun that has been transposed as modifier and a head noun (e.g. toy 
factory), may be inherently ambiguous. Only context will clarify its meaning. In light of 
these examples, we notice that although each constituent has an explicit referential 
content, its syntagmas have implicit syntactic relations, which blur the unexpressed 
semantic element of the verb (e.g. the factory makes toys vs. the factory is a toy). Allen 
(1978) claims that the range of possible meanings for a given primary compound should 
be specified in terms of the semantic features of each constituent: ‘Variable R predicts 
that the complete semantic content of the first constituent element may fill any one of the 
available feature slots in the feature hierarchy of the second constituent element, as long 
as the feature slot to be filled corresponds to one of the features of the filler’ (p.93). For 
example, a ‘lithophyte’, from Greek λίθος ‘stone’ and φυτόν ‘plant’, has the following 
possible range of meanings: 
 
the plant lives on stones 
the plant looks like stone 
the plant shuns stones 
*the plant speaks to stones 
etc. 
 
 Allen indicates that the dominant52 feature slots are more likely to be filled. In 
contrast, ‘impossible meanings result from incompatibilities between two sets of features’ 
(p.10). Therefore ‘lithophyte’ rendered as ‘the plant speaks to stones’ is ruled out, since 
it does not correspond to the semantic features of either the first or the second constituent 
element. 
 As has been shown in the previous section, the vast majority of syntagmas with 
quasi-lexemes are either synthetic compounds or complex derivatives. Examples like 
‘lithophyte’, with a non-deverbal semiotic unit, which, attached to the morpheme /-e/, 
stands as the head constituent of the syntagma, are rather uncommon cases of primary 
compounds. Therefore, in the absence of a large corpus of primary compounds, I suggest 
dealing with the qualifiers of complex derivatives as we would with a compound, taking 
into consideration that a qualifier contains a modifier53 and a head that have a primal 
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syntactic function. For example, although ‘hippopotamus’ is a complex derivative, with 
the morpheme /-us/ as its head constituent, the qualifier /-hipp- + -potam-/ is made up of 
a head constituent /-hipp-/, which is modified by the element /-potam-/. As such, Allen’s 
Variable R Condition may be applied: 
 
the horse lives in rivers 
the horse delights in rivers 
the horse avoids rivers 
etc.  
    
 Warren (1988) examines the ‘connecting links’ between constituents in primary 
compounds made up of an adjectival modifier – that is to say, a constituent that has not 
been transposed – and a nominal head, and she subsequently establishes a set of tests 
based on linguistic and extralinguistic knowledge, each one being subdivided into general 
and specific knowledge. Typical connecting links between modifier (X) and head (Y) are 
explicit verbal phrases such as (Y) constituting (X), (Y) being in accordance with (X), 
(Y) being like (X), (Y) having (X), (Y) experiencing (X), (Y) manifesting (X), (Y) 
containing (X), (Y) dealing with (X), (Y) causing (X), (Y) resembling (X), (Y) being for 
(X), etc. She maintains that ‘it is possible to suggest several connecting links for one and 
the same adjective’ (p.123). I would like to summarize each step of her analysis using the 
qualifier ‘pachyderm’: 
 
• Linguistic Knowledge 
 
 General knowledge 
 The syntagma ‘pachyderm’ is identified as being made up of an adjective παχύς and 
a noun δέρµα. 
(i) the head /-derm-/ of the qualifier /-pach- + -derm-/ is the referring unit. 
(ii) the head /-derm-/ can be determined by its right-hand position. 
(iii) the modifier /-pach-/ characterizes the head /-derm-/.  
(iv) the modifier /-pach-/ is a characterizer. 
(v) the connecting link between the head (Y) and the modifier (X) is (Y) 
characterized by (X).  
 
 Specific knowledge 
 The interpreter’s mental lexicon should include /-pach-/ and /-derm-/. 
(i) the modifier /-pach-/ has the meaning ‘thick’; the head /-derm-/ has the 
meaning ‘skin’. 
 
• Extralinguistic Knowledge 
 
 General knowledge of the world 
 The interpreter should have some encyclopedic knowledge of δέρµα ‘skin’ and 
παχύς ‘thick’, and he should be able to select them when the situation is relevant. 
(i) /-pach-/ is not an integral part of /-derm-/, thus (Y) having (X) is ruled out.  
(ii) /-pach-/ is not a place of /-derm-/, thus (Y) occurring in (X) is ruled out. 
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(iii) /-pach-/ is not the origin of /-derm-/, thus (Y) deriving from (X) is ruled out. 
(iv) /-pach-/ is not the cause of /-derm-/, thus (Y) caused by (X) is ruled out. 
(v) /-pach-/ is not the goal of /-derm-/, thus (Y) is for (X) is ruled out. 
 
 Specific knowledge 
 The interpreter will access only the relevant facts related to the situation. 
 (i) /-derm-/ has a certain appearance related to texture, color, softness, etc.  
  /-pach-/ characterizes something through sensory power. Therefore, of all the  
  possible connecting links, ‘characterized by’ is the most plausible one.  
 
 With a nominal modifier, that is to say, a constituent that has been transposed, the 
relational ambiguity of the qualifier tends to increase significantly. Therefore, the more 
extralinguistic knowledge of the world the interpreter has, the more likely is he to infer 
the accurate connecting link. Should we analyze the qualifier ‘hippopotamus’ through 
Warren’s set of tests, we would end up with this: 
 
• Linguistic Knowledge 
 
 General knowledge 
 The syntagma ‘hippopotamus’ is identified as being made up of a noun ἵππος and a 
noun ποταµός. 
(i) the head /-hipp-/ of the qualifier /-hipp- + -potam-/ is the referring unit. 
(ii) the head /-hipp-/ can be determined by its left-hand position. 
(iii) the modifier /-potam-/ identifies the head /-hipp-/.  
(iv) the modifier /-potam-/ is an identifier. 
(v) the connecting link between the modifier (Y) and the head (X) is (X) 
identified by (Y).  
 
 Specific knowledge 
 The interpreter’s mental lexicon should include /-hipp-/ and /-potam-/. 
(i) the modifier /-potam-/ has the meaning ‘river’; the head /-hipp-/ has the 
meaning ‘horse’. 
 
• Extralinguistic Knowledge 
 
 General knowledge of the world 
 The interpreter should likewise have some encyclopedic knowledge of ἵππος 
‘horse’ and ποταµός ‘river’ and he should be able to select them when the situation is 
relevant. 
 (i) /-potam-/ is not an integral part of /-hipp-/, thus (X) having (Y) is ruled out.  
(ii) /-potam-/ may be the origin of /-hipp-/, thus (X) coming from (Y) is plausible. 
(iii) /-potam-/ is not the cause of /-hipp-/, thus (X) caused by (Y) is ruled out. 
(iv) /-potam-/ is not the goal of /-hipp-/, thus (X) is for (Y) is ruled out. 
(v) /-potam-/ may be the habitat of /-hipp-/, thus (X) living by (Y) is plausible. 
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 Specific knowledge 
 The interpreter will access only the relevant facts related to the situation. 
 (i) /-hipp-/ is part of a zoological family that is connected to nature, etc.          
  /-potam-/ is an important part of nature where animals freshen up. Therefore,  
  of all the possible connecting links, ‘living by’ is the most plausible one.  
 
   As long as the modifier is an adjective, the connecting link is restricted to the 
meaning ‘characterized by’. For example ‘tachycardia’, from Greek ταχύς ‘fast’ and 
καρδία ‘heart’, may be glossed as /-tach- + -card-/ is /-card-/ that is characterized by         
/-tach-/. Likewise, ‘leiotrichy’, from Greek λεῖος ‘smooth’ and θρίξ, τριχός ‘hair’, may be 
glossed as /-lei- + -trich-/ is /-trich-/ that is characterized by /-lei-/. When the modifier is a 
noun, the number of connecting links is claimed to be unlimited. However, Warren 
makes the point that connecting links are represented by a limited set54. Either these links 
are opaque, and a specific knowledge is required, or they are transparent, and this 
knowledge is superfluous. In addition to this, a linguistic knowledge ought to be 
accompanied by an extralinguistic knowledge. For example, /-mast- + -odon-/ requires an 
extralinguistic knowledge, that is to say, one needs to examine how /-mast-/ and /-odon-/ 
are related to each other before inferring an accurate connecting link. By observing the 
mammal’s fossil molars, whose crowns are shaped like nipples, one may gloss that         
/-mast- + -odon-/ is /-odon-/ that resembles /-mast-/. The connecting link between the 
head and the modifier may be inferred as ‘resembling’. Therefore, the linguistic 
knowledge that /-mast-/ and /-odon-/ are semantically equivalent to ‘breast’ and ‘tooth’ 
respectively is not enough. When the linguistic knowledge does not suffice to infer the 
link, the extralinguistic knowledge should clarify any doubt.  
   Ultimately, relational ambiguity may be extended to synthetic compounds. For 
example, ‘lithography’, from Greek λίθος ‘stone’ and γράφειν ‘to write’, as found in 
various places of literature, has different meanings because of different connecting links 
between the constituents, and each of these meanings may be inferred only in context. 
We know for a fact that a geologist does not deal with ‘lithography’ in the same way that 
an artist does. The former studies stones, whereas the latter uses them. In the case of a 
geologist, ‘lithography’ may be glossed as /-lith- + -graph-/ is /-graph-/ about /-lith-/. The 
internal argument is the topic of the action expressed by the deverbal constituent. By 
contrast, for an artist, ‘lithography’ may be glossed as /-lith- + -graph-/ is /-graph-/ on     
/-lith-/. The internal argument is the place of the action expressed by the deverbal 
constituent. This synthetic compound is also liable to be found with different meanings 
and a similar connecting link but different referential contents of the internal argument, as 
‘lithography’ in the context of jewelry testifies. In the case of a jeweler, ‘lithography’ 
may be glossed as /-lith- + -graph-/ is /-graph-/ on /-lith-/. The connecting link for the 
jeweler’s ‘lithography’ is in no way different from the connecting link for the artist’s 
‘lithography’. However, the referential contents of the internal arguments differ, in so far 
as each individual deals with different kinds of stones. In the next section, I will attempt 






   2. Lexical ambiguity 
 
   Warren (1988) suggests that with relational ambiguity, although there may be a 
variety of connecting links between the modifier and the head, the referential content of 
the modifier remains fixed. The hypothesis she makes is that the variability of connecting 
links may cause polysemy of the modifier, which will ultimately cause relational 
ambiguity between the modifier and the head. When it comes to lexical ambiguity, it is 
the referential content of the modifier that is variable. This referential content is 
inexorably subjected to a contextual ambiguity. The example given by Warren is the 
adjective ‘round’, which in the context of the shape of an eye, moves its referential 
boundary to become ‘somewhat oval’. As we are about to find out, semiotic units are 
similar to lexical units with regard to their referential complexity. A semiotic unit like     
/-cen-/ can mean both ‘new’ and ‘empty’. Similarly, /-brad-/ can mean ‘slow’ or ‘dull’. 
Once again, linguistic and extralinguistic knowledge should help the interpreter infer the 
accurate meaning. 
 Before proceeding any further, I would like to make a distinction between 
homonymy, whose ambiguity requires that the interpreter have a linguistic knowledge of 
the lexeme (or quasi-lexeme) and be able to differentiate its meaning with another 
unrelated meaning, and polysemy, whose ambiguity requires that the interpreter be able 




 Homynymy is a common phenomenon of morphemic similarity that is purely 
coincidental. It consists in having two or more referents that have the same signifier due 
to a diachronic convergence of morphemes. For example, the Latin manus ‘hand’ and the 
Greek µανία ‘madness’ have converged into a single signifier /-man-/. Therefore /-man-/ 
is represented semantically as two distinct quasi-lexemes in ‘quadrimane’ and 
‘monomane’. There is no relation between the two meanings, as they both have different 
etymons. Another example is /-cen-/, which has two Greek etymons distinct from each 
other. On the one hand, καινός means ‘new’ and has a variant quasi-lexeme /-cain-/. On 
the other hand, κενός means ‘empty’ and has a variant quasi-lexeme /-ken-/. The two 
distinct Greek elements have fused into a single signifier /-cen-/, as found in ‘cenozoic’ 
and ‘cenotaphic’. More interestingly, it is possible for two homonymous quasi-lexemes 
to have two etymons that are also homonymous. An example is the Greek lexical unit 
ὠµος, which means both ‘shoulder’ in ‘omoplate’ and ‘raw’ in ‘omophagist’.  
 The main difficulty when dealing with two meanings of the same lexical unit is to 
be able to trace them far enough diachronically to discern whether one meaning stems 
from the other meaning, or if they are unrelated. For example, the quasi-lexeme /-carp-/, 
from Greek καρπός, means both ‘fruit’ in ‘carpology’ and ‘wrist’ in ‘carpectomy’. It is 
commonly argued that the two meanings are related by a metonymical link, because the 
joint of the wrist enables one to pick fruit. However, this is not accurate. The two καρπός 
are completely unrelated. The first one, meaning ‘fruit’, is actually a cognate of the Latin 
verb capere ‘to pick’, and the second one, meaning ‘wrist’, has a different etymon and 
subsequently becomes the Latin carpus. 
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 Lexical ambiguity tends to be lesser with homonyms, as both meanings are usually 
far apart, which makes the interpretation of the syntagma rather straightforward. The 
closer the meanings are, the more likely are we to be dealing with polysemy. 
 
• Polysemy  
 
 I will devote the next section to the process of semantic change in all its varieties. 
But for the time being, the issue of polysemy leads me to think of it synchronically as an 
état de langue or ‘language state’, whereby one signifier has two or more referents that 
are semantically related. For example, although ὠµος ‘raw’ is a homonym of ὠµος 
‘shoulder’, there is yet another meaning of ὠµος, as found in ‘omophron’, which is 
neither ‘raw’ nor ‘shoulder’, but ‘cruel’. There is, in fact, a direct semantic relation 
between ὠµος ‘raw’ and ὠµος ‘cruel’, in so far as an ‘omophron’ – literally ‘that has 
cruel tendancies’ – is a carnivorous insect that lives on larvae, or, in other words, on raw 
organic matter.    
 Warren’s concept of shifting the referential boundary of the constituent is important 
to understand that all cases of polysemy are born of a semantic mutation. Nevertheless, 
the degree to which this mutation operates is variable. The quasi-lexeme /-calypt-/, as 
found in ‘calyptoblastic’, stems from Greek καλυπτός ‘covered’. The referential boundary 
of this quasi-lexeme tends to shift from ‘covered’ to ‘hidden’, to the extent that it is 
somewhat difficult to infer an accurate meaning of /-calypt-/. 
 Polysemy can apply to the head or modifier of a primary compound, or the head or 
modifier of a qualifier when the syntagma is a complex derivative. Polysemy may also 
apply to the deverbal constituent or internal argument of a synthetic compound. 
 
 With primary compounds, the lexical ambiguity may be unsubstantial. For instance, 
in ‘lithophyte’, the referent of either the head or the transposed modifier may be restricted 
to a particular kind of /-lith-/ or a particular kind of /-phyt-/. There are indeed plants that 
would not grow on certain stones or rocks, depending on the stone’s size, texture, ease to 
get a good grip on, etc. Likewise, the plant itself may be limited to a species or a genus, 
which makes it difficult to infer the exact nature of the syntagma. Another instance is 
‘coprolite’, from Greek κόπρος ‘excrement’ and λίθος ‘stone’, in which the modifier may 
shift its referential boundary from the organic matter of animate beings to the superfluous 
matter expelled by plants.    
 
 With complex derivatives, the lexical ambiguity between the constituents of the 
qualifier is a degree higher. If we take ‘pachyderm’, not only is the head /-derm-/ 
semantically extended to the epidermis and the hypodermis alike, but the modifier           
/-pach-/ also tends to shift its referential boundary from ‘thick’ to ‘hard’. As for 
‘gymanthous’, from Greek γυµνός ‘naked’ and ἄνθος ‘flower’, the referential boundary of 
the modifier tends to shift from ‘naked’ to ‘deprived of calyx and corolla’. Eventually, 
the transposed modifier of a qualifier in a complex derivative may be similarly affected 
by lexical ambiguity. Thus, ‘acrocephaly’, from Greek ἄκρον ‘extremity’ and κεφαλή 
‘head’, is problematic, not only because /-cephal-/ tends to imply ‘skull’, but also because 
/-acr-/ shifts its referential boundary from ‘extremity’ to ‘height’.    
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 With synthetic compounds, the lexical ambiguity is usually the most significant. 
For example, in ‘bradypepsia’, from Greek βραδύς ‘slow’ and πέπτειν ‘to digest’, the 
internal argument, which has gone through a process of nominalization, implies 
‘slowness’, in contrast with ‘bradyacusia’, from Greek ἀκούειν ‘to hear’, where the 
internal argument shifts its referential boundary to ‘dullness’. Lexical ambiguity is 
greater when the deverbal constituent, which is the constituent that governs the syntactic 
relation in a synthetic compound, undergoes polysemy. For example, /-phil-/, from Greek 
φίλειν ‘to have a natural taste or propensity toward’, as in ‘Russophile’, may be 
intrinsically ambiguous when it shifts its referential boundary to ‘to have a sexually 
perverted propensity toward’, as in ‘zoophile’. 
 
 
 In light of these examples, it is clear that context should help the interpreter infer 
the accurate lexical meaning of each constituent, as it does for the relational meaning 
between these constituents. Geeraerts, Grondelaers, and Bakema (1994) have examined 
the question of prototypicality in conjunction with the interpreter’s experience of a given 
lexical unit. They assert that ‘prototypical categories should not be studied in isolation 
from their experiential context’ (p.47). As a result, they have defined prototypicality 
according to four essential characteristics, which I would like to summarize and test with 
semiotic units: 
 
• Prototypical categories cannot be defined by means of a single set of attributes. 
 
• Prototypical categories have a semantic structure, which takes the form of a set of 
clustered and overlapping meanings. 
 
• Prototypical categories exhibit various degrees of membership for each 
representative. 
 
• Prototypical categories are blurred at the edges. 
  
 The first characteristic claims that a componential analysis can never be complete, 
and that experiential context may contribute to providing further semantic components. 
Should we examine /-phyt-/ from Greek φυτόν ‘plant’, we would gather that the generally 
accepted semantic components are: ‘living organism’, ‘growing in earth’, ‘having roots’, 
‘requiring water’, ‘containing chlorophyll’, etc. However, experience shows that there are 
certain varieties of /-phyt-/, which do not grow in the earth or do not have roots. 
Therefore, the set of attributes required to define the semiotic unit /-phyt-/ may vary from 
one syntagma to another. 
 
 The second characteristic claims that each semiotic unit has individual semantic 
components that are shared with other semiotic units. Should we examine /-zo-/ from 
Greek ζῷον ‘animal’ and compare it with /-phyt-/, we would gather that they share the 
semantic component ‘living organism’. Likewise, should we examine /-trich-/ from 
Greek θρίξ, τριχός ‘hair’ and compare it with /-phyt-/, we would gather that they share the 
semantic component ‘having roots’. Therefore each semiotic element has at least one or 
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more semantic components common to one or more other semiotic units, but no semiotic 
unit has semantic components common to all other semiotic units. 
 
 The third characteristic claims that there are semiotic units whose referents best 
represent the category to which they belong. In the vegetable kingdom, the semiotic unit 
/-phyt-/ is the optimal representative, in so far as it covers a wide variety of plants, while 
/-dendr-/ from Greek δένδρον ‘tree’ is restricted to woody plants, /-thamn-/ from Greek 
θάµνος ‘shrub’ is restricted to bush-like plants, /-bry-/ from Greek βρύον ‘moss’ is 
restricted to sporigerous plants, etc. 
 
 The fourth characteristic claims that semiotic units do not have very clearly 
delineated boundaries, and that it is not uncommon for a semiotic unit to contract or 
expand semantically. The semiotic unit /-phyt-/ is not confined to the vegetable kingdom 
but expands toward other biological fields, notably anatomy, with ‘osteophyte’, and 
dermatology, with ‘dermatophyte’. 
 
 
 I will devote the next section to exploring the different varieties of semantic 
mutations in syntagmas with quasi-lexemes, and I will demonstrate the importance of 
componential analysis, which both elicits the identification of referents and sets up the 
foundation for theories of compounding.  
 
 
 C.  Shift in application versus metasemy 
 
 The issue of polysemy is inseparable from that of metasemy55, also known as 
semantic mutation. As I pointed out earlier, polysemy is an evidence that a semantic 
mutation has occurred. Metasemy is the dynamic process that leads to polysemy. 
Furthermore, metasemy being common to every single language (Tournier, 1993), it is no 
surprise to discover that Latin and Greek have made use of it in the formation of their 
syntagmas. What the metasemy of constituents suggests is the manifestation of a 
referential versatility that has been perpetuated from classical to neoclassical syntagmas. 
The semiotic unit /-phyt-/, as found in ‘lithophyte’, ‘osteophyte’, or ‘dermatophyte’, is a 
good example of the referential versatility of a constituent in a neoclassical syntagma. All 
three ‘plants’ are of a different nature, yet the same morpheme /-phyt-/ is used alike in 
these syntagmas. The result is that ‘lithophyte’ is a primary compound, in so far as XY is 
the hyponym of Y, but ‘osteophyte’ and ‘dermatophyte’ are both complex derivatives, in 
so far as XY is not the hyponym of Y but the qualifier of a referent that is semantically 
related to Y. It is not uncommon for the semantic mutation to occur and then to become 
opaque, as the complex derivative ‘neophyte’ demonstrates. Consequently, the main 
semantic difference between a primary compound and a complex derivative can be 
summarized as follows: 
 
• A primary compound [XY]z is in a hyponymic relation with its head constituent 
Y, but there is no semantic mutation between Y and Z.   
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• A complex derivative [(X + Y)qualifier]z is a two-stage process. The primal stage is 
the concatenation of two quasi-lexemes that leads to the formation of a qualifier. That 
qualifier behaves like a primary compound, in so far as it is in a hyponymic relation 
with its head constituent Y, but there is no semantic mutation between that qualifier 
and Y. The subsequent stage is the mutation itself, whereby either (X + Y)qualifier 
becomes syntactically concomitant with Z, or a semantic component of (X + Y)qualifier 
finds a similar semantic component in Z, thus allowing a ‘transfer of meaning’. 
 
 Semantic mutation as a term implies that (X + Y)qualifier and Z should have distinct 
meanings. In contrast, I would argue that Y and Z in a primary compound, as well as Y 
and the qualifier in a complex derivative, exemplify semantic variations only.       
Stephen Ullmann (1957) introduces the idea that shift in application, as the transfer from 
one aspect to another aspect of the same meaning, ought to be distinguished from 
metasemy, as the transfer from one meaning to another meaning. However, it would be 
futile to think of them as discrete categories, since they tend to operate on a continuum 
and have blurred boundaries. Tournier (1985) furthers this idea of semantic variation by 
identifying different types of shifts in application, which I would like to exemplify by 
means of syntagmas with quasi-lexemes. 
 
• Shift in application by semantic restriction. 
 
 The issue of semantic restriction is related to that of hyponymy. In the case of 
quasi-lexemes, hyponymy is the most evident expression of prototypicality. For example, 
‘selachology’, from Greek σέλακος ‘cartilaginous fish’, has an internal argument, which 
refers to what in the western world is commonly considered to be the prototype of a 
cartilaginous fish, namely, a shark. The relation between ‘cartilaginous fish’ and ‘shark’ 
is that of hyponymy, in so far as a shark is a cartilaginous fish but a cartilaginous fish is 
not necessarily a shark. Another example is ‘pomiculture’ from Latin pōmum ‘fruit’. 
Once again, the prototypical fruit in the western world is not a mango or a papaya but an 
apple. It is no surprise that Eve, in the Garden of Eden, should always be represented 
eating an apple, although there is no biblical evidence that the forbidden fruit was indeed 
an apple. The choice for an apple is simply based on a cultural preconception56. 
Therefore, if ‘pomiculture’ refers to the ‘exploitation of apples’, the relation between 
‘apple’ and ‘fruit’ is that of hyponymy, in so far as an apple is a fruit but a fruit is not 
necessarily an apple. Hyponymy usually involves prototypical categories. However, if the 
prototypical parameter does not come into play, then the deverbal constituent should have 
an influence on the internal argument’s referential meaning. A good example is 
‘iconolagnia’, from Greek εἰκών ‘image’ and λαγνεία ‘sexual drive’.  Since an image is 
hardly perceived as a prototypical category, the shift from ‘image’ to ‘erotic image’ is 
triggered by the referential content of /-lagn-/. In other words, the idea of being sexually 
driven by an image turns that neutral image into an erotic image. The compound 
‘etiology’, from Greek αἰτία ‘cause’, is similar, in the sense that ‘cause’ does not 
represent a prototypical category. Therefore, the deverbal constituent /-log-/, which is 
usually found to describe medical fields, turns the referent ‘cause’ into a ‘cause of 
disease’ by semantic restriction. 
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• Shift in application by semantic generalization. 
 
 The reverse process of semantic restriction can be referred to as semantic 
generalization. The example of ‘regicide’, from Latin rēx ‘king’, is one of them. Not only 
can ‘regicide’ extend its referential meaning to a ‘queen murderer’, but it can also be 
applied to the murder of any sovereign, no matter what his or her title is. Thus, the 
murder of a Saudi prince by suspected extremists in 2003 was rightly qualified, in various 
newspapers, as a bloody regicide. Likewise, there is in zoology, a family of herbivorous 
mammals referred to as ‘lagomorph’, which stems from Greek λαγώς ‘hare’. Although 
the referential meaning of λαγώς is limited to a defined genus, the syntagma ‘lagomorph’ 
is also applied to other genuses of that family, such as rabbits and pikas.   
 
• Shift in application across classemes. 
 
 The agent of a synthetic compound may occasionally undergo a classemic transfer. 
According to the OED, ‘myrmecophilic’, from Greek µύρµηξ, µύρµηκος ‘ant’, is applied 
to a zoological family that not only lives on ants but also delights in them. Conversely, 
‘myrmecophobic’ is applied to plants that not only perceive ants to be parasites but are 
also repelled by them. The suffixal agent undergoes a shift from the animal kingdom to 
the vegetable kingdom. Likewise, ‘somnifuge’, from Latin somnus ‘sleep’ and fugāre ‘to 
repel’, depending on whether the agent is a person or a medicinal pill, may undergo a 
classemic transfer from the human kingdom to the kingdom of manufactured objects.    
 
• Shift in application from active to passive. 
 
 The synthetic compounds with the deverbal constituent /-phob-/ behave much like 
primary compounds, in so far as the compound as a whole is a hyponym of the suffixed 
semiotic unit /-phob- + -ia/. For a compound like ‘gerontophobia’, from Greek γέρων, 
γέροντος ‘old age’, both constituents have a fixed referent, and the shift in application 
occurs in the syntactic relation between the constituents, whereby one can fear old age in 
others but also fear to be old. Likewise, ‘tocophobia’, from Greek τόκος ‘childbirth’, 
causes the interpreter to wonder if the fear is related to making someone pregnant or 
being pregnant. Eventually, a person can suffer from ‘erythrophobia’, from Greek 
έρυθρός ‘red’. This example shows again the borderline between shift in application and 
metasemy; as a matter of fact, we would tend to think that rather than representing the 
color strictly speaking, /-erythr-/ is either the blush57 on one’s face or the rash on one’s 
skin, whereby the color is metonymically the result of a stimulus.  
 
• Shift in application by hypallage. 
 
 The discrepancy between syntactic and semantic relations in a syntagma is what I 
refer to as hypallage. For example, the synthetic compound ‘diplophobia’ is problematic, 
as the internal argument of /-phob-/ is syntactically /-dipl-/, from Greek διπλόος ‘double’, 
but semantically /-dipl- + -ops-/, from Greek δίπλοψις ‘double vision’. Likewise, 
‘omophagy’ does not consist in eating raw but in eating raw meat. In terms of semantic 
roles, the internal argument is not the patient ‘meat’ but a feature of the patient, namely, 
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‘uncooked’. The process of hypallage as an ‘aspect of the same meaning’ may exceed its 
boundaries and be treated as a different meaning by an association of ideas58 between the 
entity and its characteristic.   
 
 
 As these various types of shifts in application show, on the one hand, there is no 
definite degree to which an aspect of the same meaning becomes a different meaning; on 
the other hand, we may wonder if a shift in application is not simply a lesser property of a 
metasemous process. What we do know is that these semantic movements may be 
explained either in terms of a concomitance between a referent and another referent that 
has a direct relation with it (metonymy), or in terms of a similarity between a referent and 




 A metonymy is a lexicogenic process, which, in the framework of quasi-lexemic 
formations, is found firstly in complex derivatives, whereby a referent is in a syntactic 
relation with another referent, and the two form a phrasal structure that can be configured 
at the syntagmatic level as a qualifier-head relation. Warren (2002) remarks that it is a 
preconceived idea that a metonymy should involve a substitution of referents. Instead, 
both referents form a combination. Therefore, in ‘pachyderm’, /-pach- + -derm-/ is the 
qualifier and /-ø/ the head, which refers to the mammal itself. The phrasal structure 
becomes [/-ø/ has /-pach- + -derm-/] and may be glossed as a ‘mammal that has thick 
skin’. We notice that the qualifier /-pach- + -derm-/ is in no way a substitute for the head 
/-ø/, but it complements that head syntactically. This type of metonymy, which Warren 
calls a ‘referential metonymy’, is prevalent in complex derivatives, as testified by the 
examples ‘bradype’, ‘dolichocerous, ‘oligochaete’, etc.  
 A metonymy is found secondly in synthetic compounds, in which the phrasal 
structure can be configured at the syntagmatic level as a relation between the referent 
represented by the internal argument and the referent represented by a concomitant entity. 
This metonymy is also called ‘referential metonymy’, as it allows us to replace the 
syntagma by a phrasal structure. Thus /-cheil- + -phag-/, from Greek κεῖλος ‘lip’ and 
φάγειν ‘to eat’, may be glossed as ‘one eats the skin of the lips’. The referents ‘skin’ and 
‘lip’ are concomitant in so far as the lips are made of skin. Similarly, /-hagi- + -latr-/, 
from Greek ἅγιος ‘holy’ and λατρειν ‘to worship’, may be glossed as ‘one worships a 
person who is holy’, or, in other words, ‘one worships a saint’. There is concomitance 
between ‘holy’ and ‘saint’, in so far as holiness makes a saint. It is not uncommon for 
such concomitance of referents to give rise to a metonymical series. For instance, the 
semiotic unit /-phall-/, from Greek φαλλὀς ‘penis’, may be used literally as a male organ 
or may be glossed as a person with a penis, namely, a man. This metonymical application 
gives rise to the series  /-phall- + -centr-/, which is glossed as ‘one is centered on man’,  
/-phall- + -crat-/, which is glossed as ‘one is governed by man’59, etc.   
 The referentiality of a metonymy becomes arguable  when a syntagma can only be 
glossed as a bi-clausal structure displaying a relation of consequence between the two 
otherwise concomitant referents. Warren refers to it as a ‘propositional metonymy’.     
For example, the aforementioned semiotic unit /-phag-/, as found in /-cheil- + -phag-/, 
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would be better glossed as ‘one bites the skin of the lips’. The consequence of biting may 
or may not lead to eating. Likewise, the semiotic unit /-hymen-/, from Greek ὑµήν 
‘membrane’, has a relation of consequence between ‘marriage’ and the ‘membrane of the 
vagina’, in so far as virgins were supposed to have that membrane broken on the wedding 
night. Eventually, the semiotic unit /-cid-/, from Latin caedere ‘to kill’, also displays a 
relation of consequence between the agent and his or her action, in so far as a person who 
murders is led to being involved in a murder.  
 
   Based on Warren’s hypothesis of implicit relations between antecedents and 










/-phag-/ biting eating 
/-hymen-/ marriage loss of virginity 















/-cheil- + -phag-/ If one bites the lips, then one 
eats the lips. 
/-hymen- + -log-/ If one speaks of marriage, then 
one speaks of losing virginity 




may be paraphrased as 
If one is a murderer, then one 
murders 
  
 As we are about to find out, metaphor is an altogether different metasemous process 




 A metaphor is a lexicogenic process that involves a semantic operation between 
two unrelated referents by means of one or more transfer components. This operation is 
made possible through a componential analysis of each referent.   
 A componential analysis consists in outlining the sememe, that is to say, the set of 
semes, also known as semantic components, of each individual referent. Should we take 
the semiotic unit /-copr-/, from Greek κόπρος ‘excrement’, we would end up with this: 
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 /-copr-/  [Sememe]       
    decayed matter 
    expelled by the intestines  
    emitting a filthy smell 
    repelling to the senses 
    used as a fertilizer 
    etc. 
 
 Semantic components may be further divided into major semantic components and 
minor semantic components (Tournier, 1991). In the aforementioned sememe, I would 
say that ‘decayed matter’ is a major component that will be systematically used no matter 
what kind of excrement we are dealing with, whereas ‘used as a fertilizer’, being a less 
universal feature, would be described as a minor component. 
 The first step toward metaphor is to identify another entity that would share at least 
one semantic component with the original entity, whether this component is major or 
minor, such as: 
 
 vulgarity  [Sememe] 
    abstract feature (which may have concrete repercussions) 
    lacking sophistication 
    displaying offensive or ridiculous manners 
    repelling to the senses 
    etc. 
  
 Once a semantic component has been identified as common to two sememes, then a 
metaphor is made possible: 
 
 
          /-copr-/  [Sememe]            vulgarity           [Sememe]    
   decayed matter      abstract feature 
   expelled by the intestines     lacking sophistication 
   emitting a filthy smell     displaying offensive manners 
   repelling to the senses     repelling to the senses 
   used as a fertilizer      etc. 
   etc. 
 
 
 The second step is to transfer all other semantic components to the initial signifier. 
In the present example, the sememe of ‘vulgarity’ will be applied to the quasi-lexeme     
/-copr-/, and by adding a new sememe to it, that transfer will make /-copr-/ polysemous, 
as ‘coprolith’ and ‘coprolalia’ may testify. 
 
 With synthetic compounds, it is not unusual for the deverbal constituent to undergo 
a metaphor. Let us examine the example of ‘bibliophagist’ from Greek βιβλίον ‘book’ and 





 /-phag-/ [Sememe]              reading           [Sememe]    
   property of living organisms    property of human beings 
   introducing into the stomach    perusing written signs 
   assimilating into the system    assimilating into the system  
   masticating and swallowing    using one’s discernment 
   etc.        etc. 
 
    
 Once again, this example shows that the sememe of another lexical unit, namely, 
‘reading’, is applied to the quasi-lexeme /-phag-/ to make it polysemous. 
 
 With complex derivatives, the process of metaphorization may be somewhat 




 /-phyt-/ [Sememe]                              novice     [Sememe] 
   living organism                            human being 
   absorbing water                   able to think 
   having roots                   endowed with motor skills 
   liable to grow                   liable to grow 
   etc.            etc. 
 
 
 This metaphor is based on a semantic component being common to a plant and a 
novice, namely, their potential to undergo development. Evidently, this trait is in itself 
metaphorical, since the plant is meant to grow physically, while a novice is meant to 
grow intellectually or spiritually. This derivative may be glossed as a ‘novice is a new 
plant’. The way this complex derivative is different from the previous synthetic 
compounds is that its phrasal structure has three lexical units rather than two.  
 This observation leads us to stipulate that, if a synthetic compound undergoes a 
metaphor, it is on one of its constituent at a time, and that metaphor should be of a binary 
structure (tenor/vehicle), such as:  
 
     vulgarity               is         /-copr-/ 
                 tenor          vehicle 
  
 Incidentally, such binary structures may easily give rise to a metaphorical series, 
such as /-copr- + -lal-/, from Greek λαλειν ‘to speak (in a pathological manner)’, /-copr- + 
-phas-/, from Greek φάναι ‘to say’, and /-copr- + -phem-/, from Greek φάναι ‘to say’. 
These are all glossed as ‘one expresses verbal vulgarity’. 
 In contrast with synthetic compounds, if a complex derivative undergoes a 
metaphor, the two constituents are simultaneously involved in the process, and that 
metaphor should be of a ternary structure (tenor/vehicle/ground), such as:  
 
          novice                is                 /-neo- +  -phyt-/ 




 In such a ternary structure, we see clearly that the ground is what complements the 
vehicle to convert it into the tenor. From the model ‘the camel is the ship of the desert’, in 
which ‘camel’ is the tenor, ‘ship’ the vehicle, and ‘desert’ the ground, let us examine the 
complex derivative ‘hippopotamus’, from Greek ἵππος ‘horse’ and ποταµός ‘river’:  
 
  
 /-hipp-/    [Sememe]                  hippopotamus             [Sememe]    
      domesticated mammal      wild mammal 
      identified by its mane      endowed with large tusks 
        liable to be ridden       frequents rivers 
      hoofed          short legged  
      gregarious        gregarious 
      etc.         etc. 
 
 
 An interesting point in this metaphor is that the transfer component ‘gregarious’ is a 
minor component. None of the major components are common to both sememes, except 
the fact that a ‘horse’ and a ‘hippopotamus’ are mammals, but this is not a sufficient 
feature, since the tenor and the vehicle are part of the same classeme (the animal 
kingdom), and therefore any mammal could have served as the vehicle60. Thus, for lack 
of a major component to be common to both sememes, the ground, as a complement61, 
comes to differentiate ‘horse’ from ‘hippopotamus’ and to complete the metaphor:  
 
 
   hippopotamus                is not          horse 




   hippopotamus                is          river            horse 
                  tenor           ground         vehicle 
 
  
 Overall, the difference between a metonymy and a metaphor is that, according to 
Roman Jakobson (1956), a metonymy is a syntagmatic process involving a combination 
of two referents that form a syntactic structure, whereas a metaphor is a paradigmatic 
process involving, for each referent, a selection of components that are subjected to a 
semantic transfer. More importantly, as Warren points out, a metonymy is limited to      
one possible relation between its two referents.  By contrast, the two referents in a 
metaphor may share more than one possible semantic component, thus making that 
process a ‘potentially more suggestive and powerful, yet economic meaning-creating 
device’ (p.117). 
 The next part is devoted to testing quasi-lexemes through the theories of 
compounding, as formulated by Ten Hacken on the one side and Lieber on the other.            
Using the medium of componential analyses, the main purpose will be to evaluate the 
importance of paradigmatic extension in compounds with quasi-lexemes. 
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PART IV.  TESTING QUASI-LEXEMES AS ELEMENTS OF COMPOUNDS 
 
 
 A.  Defining a compound 
   
 In the present analysis, I have taken the liberty of applying the term ‘simple 
derivatives’ to what traditional linguistics calls ‘derivatives’ in the strict sense, that is to 
say, ‘affixed lexical units’, which consist in applying exponents of LCRs to independent 
morphemes. In contrast, I have applied the term ‘complex derivatives’ to what are 
commonly referred to as ‘exocentric compounds’. As I demonstrated before, ‘complex 
derivatives’ are not morphological derivatives but morpho-semantic ones. These 
derivatives are understood in the large sense, as endocentric compounds that are 
augmented by metasemous processes. Finally, I have reserved the term ‘primary and 
synthetic compounds’ for syntagmas that have both morphological and syntactic heads 
represented by at least one of their independent morphemes. 
 Before addressing theories of compounding, it is essential to summarize briefly 
what traditional linguistics claims about compounding, and to explain that the reason I 
have restricted the definition of a compound to a syntagma with independent morphemes 
that have a distinct type of semantic relation between each other is to benefit Ten 
Hacken’s and Lieber’s theories. 
 The term ‘syntagma’, from Greek συντἀσσειν ‘to arrange together’, is understood 
as a ‘string of lexical elements that are in a syntactic relation to each other’.  Therefore, 
when two or more lexical elements concatenate, the result is called a ‘syntagma’. As we 
have observed with simple derivatives, a syntagma may also imply the application of an 
exponent of an LCR to an independent morpheme, as long as the two form a syntactic 
unit. In the framework of traditional linguistics, a compound boils down to the 
concatenation of two lexical elements that form a new lexical unit62. Bauer (1983) 
suggests that, at the morphological level, a ‘compound lexeme (or simply a compound) 
can thus be defined as a lexeme containing two or more potential stems’ (p.28).             
At the semantic level, however, the status of each element, and their relation to each other 
define two major63 types of compounds: endocentric and exocentric. According to Ten 
Hacken’s theory, the endocentric type, with X being non-referential in interpretation and 
Y being in a hyponymic relation to Z, is the only syntagma that may be legitimately 
called a ‘compound’. This perspective, initiated by Marchand, sets the foundation for a 
new approach to compounding. The point is not to exclude purposelessly a certain 
category of syntagma, but to show that primary and synthetic compounds share a 
common ground in the non-referentiality of the modifier and in the hyponymic relation 
between the head and the compound as a whole. As for exocentric compounds, Geert 
Booij (1992) argues that, although their interpretation is different from that of 
endocentric compounds because of the position of their semantic head, ‘the second stem 
is clearly the [syntactic] head of the compound’ (p.39). Lieber, who concurs with Booij, 
uses that argument to develop a method of lexical semantic representation of compounds, 
whereby independent morphemes and exponents of LCRs have the opportunity to 




     B.  Quasi-lexemes and Ten Hacken’s theory 
 
Pius Ten Hacken (1999) proposes a definition of compounding that is intended to 
be valid for all languages. Following his definition is a set of tests whose applicability 
requires that one should first and foremost identify individual semiotic or lexical units 
displaying evidence of compositionality, as is the case with quasi-lexemic syntagmas. 
 
According to him, a compound is a structure [XY]z  or [YX]z, such that: 
 
 the denotation of Z is a subset of the denotation of Y; 
 if S is a possible way of specifying Y, the denotation of Z is determined by the  
   range of S’s that are compatible with the semantics of X;  
 X does not have independent access to the discourse. 
 
Regarding the preamble, Ten Hacken’s presumption that a compound should be a 
binary structure such as [XY]z or [YX]z somewhat restricts its potential to be an 
augmented compound, as mentioned in Part II. D. Although most augmented compounds 
have their constituents concatenated in stages, such as [W[XY]z1]z2, which allows them to 
be perceived in layers as binary structures, there are also augmented compounds, whose 
constituents are concatenated all at once such as [WXY]z. Therefore, to claim that a 
compound is strictly a binary structure amounts to assuming that it is limited to the 
concatenation of two lexical units. 
 
The first clause deals with the hyponymic relation between the head constituent 
and the compound as a whole. Ten Hacken is expanding Allen’s (1978) formulation of 
this relation, which was originally as follows: 
 
IS A Condition: 
In [XY]z, Z ‘IS A’ Y 
 
What Ten Hacken appropriately rectifies from Allen’s formulation is that even 
though the head of a compound is the right-hand constituent [XY]z in the large majority 
of cases, it may also be the left-hand constituent [YX]z without jeopardizing its potential 
to form a compound.    
 As for the hyponymic relation conveyed by this clause, quasi-lexemes are 
approached as semiotic units so that their inadequacy to have direct access to discourse is 
remedied. In that respect, /-lith- + -phyt-/ is a /-phyt-/, like a ‘stone-plant’ is a ‘plant’.  
 
 The second clause deals with the variable relations between the head and the 
modifier. Allen (1978) proposes the Variable R Condition, which refers to the ‘variability 
in primary compound meanings’ (p.93). As discussed in Part III. B.1., the range of 
meanings between the head and the modifier is specified in terms of the semantic features 
for each of them. Variable R stipulates that, in a primary compound, a componential 
analysis of the head should help determine the available feature slot in the hierarchy of 
the modifier. For example, in /-lith- + -phyt-/ the head /-phyt-/ contains, as a major 
semantic component, ‘vegetable kingdom’. This non-human feature makes the semiotic 
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unit /-phyt-/ incompatible with the human feature of the verb ‘to speak’. Hence, the 
phrasal structure /-phyt-/ speaks to /-lith-/ is ruled out.   
 Ten Hacken’s second clause does not claim that an accurate relation between Y 
and X ought to be determined. We are about to discover that, in order to accept a 
syntagma as a compound, the opposite result is actually required. But a componential 
analysis of the head is essential to establish a preliminary set of possible connecting links 
to the modifier. Once this set of connecting links has been established, each of these links 
may be classified against what Allen names the ‘hierarchy of semantic features’ in the 
modifier.    
 
 The third clause deals with the referentiality of the modifier. Ten Hacken argues 
that if this modifier is a common noun, it is ‘interpreted generically’ (p.43). A common 
noun modifier with a specific referent would be unfit. Conversely, if this modifier is a 
proper noun, it is interpreted specifically. A proper noun modifier with a generic referent 
would be equally unfit.  
 Compounds with quasi-lexemes will conform to this third clause, since their 
common nouns being used as modifiers are generic by nature. However, the case of        
/-bibli-/ from Greek βιβλίον ‘book’ could be problematic when it is interpreted 
specifically as the ‘Bible’ by semantic restriction. Therefore, it is going to be crucial to 
determine if the passage from /-bibli- + -latr-/ glossed as ‘one worships books’ to /-bibli- 
+ -latr-/ glossed as ‘one worships the Bible’ could indeed involve an obstacle to Ten 
Hacken’s account of compounding. As for proper nouns, as few as they are with quasi-
lexemes, they are always specific by nature. For example, the quasi-lexeme /-are-/ from 
Greek Ἄρεος ‘Mars’ never extends its referential boundary to mean ‘any planet’, but 
instead forms compounds in which it has invariably the same specific referent, namely, 
the ‘planet Mars’. 
 
 From his definition, Ten Hacken has purposely left aside that which is regarded 
by Leonard Bloomfield (1933) as commonly accepted criteria for compounding, namely, 
stress pattern and cohesiveness. This is all the more a judicious reasoning, since the rules 
of stress and cohesiveness are language-specific. In other words, the definition should be 
able to embrace quasi-lexemic formations in all languages, including those like French, 
which does not rely on stress pattern, or like Dutch, which has the tendency to withstand 
the rules of cohesiveness. Thus, instead of focusing on a feature, which may refute 
compounding in one language but not in another language, the definition is intended to be 
universal.  
 
The definition being established, Ten Hacken derives an elementary test, which 
he names the Structure Mapping Test (SMT), as follows: 
 
 If Z is the alleged compound, impose a structure [XY]z  or [YX]z, so that Z is       
 (a kind of) Y, related to X in any of several ways. If it is not possible, Z is not a 
 compound. 
 
 Interestingly, the SMT, which focuses on the relation between the compound as a 
whole and its head constituent, is intended to rule out syntagmas that partake of 
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derivation as well as syntagmas whose modifier is not transposed, thus minimizing the 
level of relational ambiguity between the constituents.  
 In Part III. A., I claimed that not all syntagmas fall into the division of 
compounds. What I surmised is that, from a lexicogenic perspective, multi-morphemic 
structures are either derivatives or compounds. Furthermore, a derivative may be made up 
of a lexeme (or quasi-lexeme) onto which affixes are attached, in the case of a simple 
derivative, or it may be made up of two or more lexemes (or quasi-lexemes) that qualify 
the head actualized by a suffix, in the case of a complex derivative. As for a compound, it 
may be made up of two lexemes (or quasi-lexemes) that may be represented minimally as 
a binary structure [XY]z or [YX]z where Z is in a hyponymic relation to the head 
constituent Y, in the case of a primary compound, or it may be made up of a deverbal 
constituent Y and a nominal constituent X, which form a Subject-Predicate relation at the 
level of the underlying sentence, in the case of a synthetic compound.  
 At this point, I would like to test each of these subdivisions of syntagmas by 
subjecting them to the aforementioned SMT, knowing that, as Ten Hacken states, ‘the 
application of [this test] cannot be that a construction does belong to compounding, but 
only that it may or may not belong to compounding’ (p.47): 
 
• SMT and simple derivatives  
 
 Should affixation be, as Ten Hacken postulates, the ‘result of applying a certain 
derivational operation to [a stem]’ (p.47), it is interesting to examine the difference 
between /-micr-/ as found in ‘microbe’ and in ‘microsecond’. 
 
‘microbe’  /-micr- + -b-/ is not a kind of /-b-/ 
   /-b-/ is related to /-micr-/ in only one way. 
   This is NOT a compound. 
  
‘microsecond’  /-micr- + second/ is a kind of /second/ 
   /second/ is related to /-micr-/ in only one way. 
   This is NOT a compound. 
 
 
The example of ‘microbe’ corroborates Marchand’s prediction, according to 
which, ‘if a formation [XY]z cannot be explained by Y determined by X, but as a person 
or a thing having Z, then it is not a compound but a derivative’. However, there is no 
derivational operation of a morpheme on another morpheme, but instead a ‘property 
specified by the adjective over the noun’ (Ten Hacken, p.47) at the primal stage. 
Therefore, in ‘microbe’, /-micr-/ may not be considered a prefix. Conversely, the example 
of ‘microsecond’ shows us that simple derivatives may well display a hyponymic relation 
between Z and Y. Thus, Ten Hacken’s next step is to ensure that Z is related to X in any 
of several ways, which is not the case with ‘microsecond’. Therefore, ‘microsecond’ is 
not a compound, simply because /-micr-/ is meant to apply a derivational operation rather 
than a compositional one.  
 71 
Another question raised by Amiot and Dal concerns the morphemic category of    
/-log-/ as found in ‘psychologist’. Let us examine if the SMT validates it as an exponent 
of an LCR: 
  
‘psychologist’  /-psych- + -log-/ is a kind of /-log-/ 
   /-log-/ is related to /-psych-/ in any of several ways. 
   This MAY or MAY NOT be a compound. 
 
 Although Ten Hacken’s test does not allow us to come to a definite conclusion 
about the status of ‘psychologist’, we may assert that the hyponymic relation between Z 
and Y, as well as the fact that there is more than one possible semantic relation between 
X and Y, provides enough evidence for compounding. Therefore, /-log-/ in ‘psychologist’ 
may rightfully be considered a quasi-lexeme.   
 
• SMT and complex derivatives 
 
 Since ‘microbe’ has failed to pass the SMT, we have come to the conclusion that 
it is a complex derivative, with a head constituent that is neither /-micr-/ nor /-b-/.           
A complex derivative has been described as a two-stage process. It is important to repeat 
that, at the primal stage, there is a ‘property specified by the adjective over the noun’ as 
the example ‘pachyderm’ corroborates: 
 
‘pachyderm’    /-pach- + -derm-/ is not a kind of /-derm-/ 
   /-derm-/ is related to /-pach-/ in only one way. 
   This is NOT a compound. 
 
 We may legitimately say that the first clause, ‘Z is not a kind of Y’, is enough to 
determine that a syntagma is a complex derivative even if the second clause, ‘Y is related 
to X in any of several ways’, is validated or not. In that sense, such a syntagma as 
‘chlorophyll’ from Greek χλωρός ‘green’ and φύλλον ‘leaf’, which is not inherently 
defined as a ‘green leaf’ but as a ‘pigment found in green leaves’, can be tested through 
the first clause only: 
 
‘chlorophyll’   /-chlor- + -phyll-/ is not a kind of /-phyll-/ 
   This is NOT a compound. 
 
 From Ten Hacken’s discussion, the second clause becomes an important part in 
deciding on the compositionality of a syntagma when the modifier undergoes a 
transposition from adjective to noun. One example is ‘hippopotamus’, in which the 
qualifier has a modifier ποταµός that does not describe a property of the head ἵππος, but 
nevertheless does, out of context, relate to that head in any of several ways:   
 
‘hippopotamus’   /-hipp- + -potam-/ is not a kind of /-hipp-/ 
   /-hipp-/ is related to /-potam-/ in any of several ways. 
   This is NOT a compound. 
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• SMT and primary compounds 
 
 The issue of variable semantic relations between X and Y is at the core of primary 
compounding. However, what Ten Hacken highlights is the fact that only transposition 
enables a syntagma to have a relational ambiguity between X and Y. It has been 
previously exemplified by ‘lithophyte’, in which the modifier /-lith-/ is not a property of 
the head /-phyt-/ but an entity that can, out of context, relate to that head in any of several 
ways: 
 
‘lithophyte’  /-lith- + -phyt-/ is a kind of /-phyt-/ 
   /-phyt-/ is related to /-lith-/ in any of several ways. 
   This MAY or MAY NOT be a compound. 
 
 In the same manner that I predicted with ‘psychologist’, because of the 
hyponymic relation between Z and Y and the fact that Y may relate to X in more than one 
way, we are rightfully entitled to consider ‘lithophyte’ a compound.   
 The problem with Ten Hacken’s test is the fact that there are syntagmas such as 
‘onager’ from Greek ὄνος ‘ass’ and ἄγριος ‘wild’, or ‘brevilingual’ from Latin brevis 
‘short’ and lingua ‘tongue’, which display a hyponymic relation between Z and Y but do 
not have a relational ambiguity between X and Y, because of the non-transposed nature 
of X: 
 
‘onager’    /-on- + -agr-/ is a kind of /-on-/ 
   /-on-/ is related to /-agr-/ in only one way. 
   This is NOT a compound. 
 
‘brevilingual’   /-brev- + -ling-/ is a kind of /-ling-/ 
   /-ling-/ is related to /-brev-/ in only one way. 
   This is NOT a compound. 
 
  The question we may ask ourselves is this: if ‘onager’ and ‘brevilingual’ are not 
compounds, then what are they? On the one hand, we may argue that their respective 
modifiers, namely, ἄγριος and brevis, have undergone grammaticalization and are no 
more than affixes. But the argument is poor, given the fact that all adjectives describing a 
property would then have the potential to be considered affixes. On the other hand, we 
may concede that Ten Hacken’s test is faulty, and that this may be reflected not only with 
quasi-lexemic syntagmas but also with vernacular syntagmas. For example, ‘onager’ has 
a vernacular counterpart ‘wild ass’ that is semantically similar, except that ‘wild ass’ has 
a [XY]z structure, while ‘onager’ is [YX]z. According to Ten Hacken, this cannot be a 
compound, because of the property specified by the adjective over the noun. Therefore, 
this syntagma partakes more of a fortuitous collocation in that respect. Should ‘wild ass’ 
undergo a metaphor to refer to a ‘vile and licentious individual’ or a ‘rogue’, the 
syntagma would automatically become a complex derivative glossed as a ‘rogue is a wild 
ass’, with ‘rogue’ as the tenor, ‘wild’ as the ground, and ‘ass’ as the vehicle. As for 
‘brevilingual’, whose vernacular counterpart is either the noun ‘short tongue’ or the 
adjective ‘short-tongued’, its status, in light of Ten Hacken’s test, reveals a significant 
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inconsistency. Actually, Ten Hacken denies that ‘short tongue’ is a compound, based on 
the Adjective-Noun construction, but he agrees that ‘short-tongued’ is a synthetic 
compound with what he calls an ‘Adjective + Noun + Affix construction’ (p.54). 
However, before trying synthetic compounds with the SMT, it is crucial to point out that 
contrary to Ten Hacken’s assumption that a synthetic compound should be a syntagma 
whose head constituent has been derived by means of a suffix, my position so far (and 
this is Marchand’s position as well) is that a synthetic compound must have a deverbal 
constituent that acts upon an internal argument represented by a nominal constituent.      
 
• SMT and synthetic compounds 
 
 From the outset, Ten Hacken refers to the adjective ‘dark-haired’ as a type of 
synthetic compound, contradicting Marchand’s analysis of a synthetic compound, which 
is supposed to have two constituents that form a Subject-Predicate relation at the level of 
the underlying sentence. In ‘dark-haired’, ‘haired’ cannot be decomposed as ‘he hairs’, 
because it is not deverbal, it is denominal. Consequently, the syntagma ‘dark-haired’, 
glossed as a ‘person having dark hair’, is a derivative: 
 
 ‘dark-haired’ is not a kind of ‘haired’ 
 ‘haired’ is related to ‘dark’ in only one way. 
 This is NOT a compound. 
 
 Therefore, a synthetic compound must have a deverbal constituent, which at the 
level of the underlying sentence comprises an agent and a verb, and an internal argument, 
which may be direct or indirect. For example, in ‘tree eater’, ‘eater’ comprises an agent 
and a verb, which are glossed as ‘he eats’, and ‘tree’ is the direct internal argument. It is 
differentiated from ‘tree climber’, in which ‘tree’ is the indirect internal argument. As I 
mentioned before, an indirect internal argument is syntactically comparable to a 
prepositional phrase, and ‘tree climber’ may be glossed as ‘he climbs on trees’. Elizabeth 
Selkirk (1982) makes an interesting remark that, although both ‘tree eater’ and ‘tree 
devourer’ have direct internal arguments, ‘tree devourer’ is made up of a deverbal 
constituent ‘devourer’, which requires a direct object, as opposed to the deverbal 
constituent ‘eater’, which does not. This fact results in ‘tree devourer’ having only one 
possible semantic relation between its constituents, and ‘tree eater’ being, out of context, 
inherently ambiguous. In the framework of the SMT, ‘tree devourer’ is not a compound, 
whereas ‘tree eater’ and ‘tree climber’ may or may not be compounds.  
 Let us examine the following syntagmas with quasi-lexemes: ‘hippodrome’, 
‘lithoglyph’ and ‘philosophy’. All three of them may be considered synthetic compounds, 
as they have deverbal constituents, namely, δραµειν ‘to race’, γλύφειν ‘to carve’ and 
φίλειν ‘to love’, which act upon internal arguments represented respectively by ἵππος 
‘horse’, λίθος ‘stone’ and σοφός ‘occult science’. However, ἵππος ‘horse’ is an indirect 
internal argument, whereas λίθος ‘stone’ and σοφός ‘occult science’ are direct internal 
arguments. Furthermore, σοφός ‘occult science’ is an obligatory direct object, since 
φίλειν ‘to love’ is strictly transitive, whereas λίθος ‘stone’ is an optional direct object 
since γλύφειν ‘to carve’ may be used intransitively64: 
 
 74 
‘hippodrome’  /-hipp- + -drom-/ is a kind of /-drom-/ 
   /-drom-/ is related to /-hipp-/ in any of several ways. 
   This MAY or MAY NOT be a compound. 
 
‘lithoglyph’  /-lith- + -glyph-/ is a kind of /-glyph-/ 
   /-glyph-/ is related to /-lith-/ in any of several ways. 
   This MAY or MAY NOT be a compound. 
 
‘philosophy’  /-phil- + -soph-/ is a kind of /-phil-/ 
   /-phil-/ is related to /-soph-/ in only one way. 
   This is NOT a compound. 
  
 
 The issue of verb transitivity in synthetic compounds obviously jeopardizes the 
validity of Ten Hacken’s SMT, the main reason being that ‘philosophy’ cannot be 
reduced to the status of complex derivative, because, rather than containing an implicit 
syntactic relation between its constituents, the semantic element of the verb is fully 
expressed.  
 
Ten Hacken derives a complementary test, which he names the Pronominal 
Reference Test (PRT): 
 
 Construct a discourse with the alleged compound Z in one sentence, and a 
 pronoun unambiguously referring to the non-head of Z in the next sentence. If the 
 non-head is not a proper noun and the discourse is correct, Z is not a compound. 
 
 This complementary test is not in the least meant to substitute for the elementary 
test but to complement it. Ten Hacken specifies that its application should depend on 
minimal discourse, since an elaborate context could diminish or nullify its efficiency. 
Should we try it with the aforementioned examples ‘hippodrome’ and ‘lithoglyph’, here 
is what we would obtain: 
 
 Every once in a while, she would go to the hipp[i]odrome. *She liked to see it[i] 
 galloping at full speed.  
 
 I am an adept at lith[i]oglyph. *I prefer it[i] to be smooth like marble.  
 
 At first glance, Ten Hacken’s PRT seems to confirm the validity of /-hipp- +        
-drom-/ and /-lith- + -glyph-/ as compounds. However, in the first example, /-hipp-/ has 
to be an individual horse with a specificity65, otherwise the pronoun ‘it’ would be 
syntactically connected to the antecedent ‘hippodrome’ and would therefore invalidate 
the process of compounding. The issue of specificity is not as relevant to the second 
example, in which ‘it’ does not have a definite referent and therefore allows for any 




 As for the syntagma /-bibli- + -latr-/ mentioned earlier, in which /-bibli-/ could be 
interpreted either collectively and generically as ‘books’ or individually and specifically 
as the ‘Bible’, here is what the PRT assumes:  
 
 Paul is bibli[i]olatrous. He claims they[i] are more interesting than movies.  
 
 Paul is bibli[i]olatrous. He believes it[i] is the word of God.  
 
 These syntagmas with quasi-lexemes reveal us something about the PRT: the 
issue is not only that, for Z to be considered a compound, X ought to be a common noun 
rather than a proper noun, but also that X’s referent must be individual and have a 
specificity. When X’s referent shifts from collective to individual, whether it has a 
specificity or not, its co-referential pronoun automatically shifts from plural to singular. 
Once the pronoun is singular, it tends to be co-referenced with Z rather than with X. In 
contrast, when the pronoun is plural, the ‘default’ co-reference is between that pronoun 
and X66. The evidence for this is that when /-bibli- + -latr-/ is glossed as ‘one worships an 
individual book (which does not have a specificity)’ and the singular pronoun is used, the 
discourse becomes incorrect and therefore compounding is validated by the PRT: 
 
 Paul is bibli[i]olatrous. *He claims it[i] is more interesting than the movie 
 version67.  
 
 Although these tests give a new perspective on the theory of compounding, they 
prove to be rather restrictive, and as we apply them to synthetic constructions, they render 
somewhat disparate results. In addition to this, they particularly lack coherence with the 
way they dissociate synthetic from primary compounds, and with the response they give 
to the argument structure of synthetic compounds. Such flaws compel us to look for an 
altogether different method that would draw a framework of lexical semantic 
representation of each constituent of a compound. 
 
 
 C.  Quasi-lexemes and Lieber’s theory 
 
 In the Marchandean tradition, Rochelle Lieber (2004) acknowledges the division 
between primary compounds, which she renames ‘root compounds’, and synthetic 
compounds. She summarizes what traditional linguistics has claimed about their semantic 
interpretation, as follows: 
 
 The first constituent of any compound is non-referential in interpretation68. 
 The second constituent of a compound is the semantic head. 
 The first constituent in a synthetic compound receives an argument          
    interpretation69. 
 Synthetic compounds cannot be formed from strictly ditransitive verbs. 
 
 Before proceeding any further, I would like to critically review each of these 
clauses, based on my previous discussion.  
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 The first clause does not account for dvandvas, that is to say copulative 
compounds whose constituents are semantically coordinated, like /-andr- + -gyn-/ from 
Greek ἀνήρ, ἀνδρός ‘man’ and γυνή, γυναικός ‘woman’. In /-andr- + -gyn-/, both 
constituents are referential in interpretation, which would thus prevent it from being 
considered a compound. 
  
 The second clause is equally problematic, since there are compounds whose 
semantic head is indeed the first constituent, as the example ‘onager’ testifies. 
Incidentally, Ten Hacken, by formulating a universal definition of a compound, has 
rightfully corrected this problem as follows: 
 
 If X is the modifier and Y is the head,   
 A compound is a structure [XY]z  or [YX]z 
 
 The third clause restricts the position of the internal argument. Again, there are 
synthetic compounds whose deverbal constituent is indeed the left-hand constituent of the 
compound as ‘misogyny’ testifies.   
 
 The fourth clause is not relevant to quasi-lexemes, since no ditransitive Greek or 
Latin verbs are used in the formation of synthetic compounds.  
 
 
 At the outset, Lieber concurs with Marchand by attesting that primary compounds 
bear the category and morpho-syntactic features of the head constituent, as follows70: 
 
 
        Z               Noun 
 
 
   X             Y      Adjective   Noun 
           or Noun 
 
 
 Conversely, synthetic compounds open up two basic structures as examplified by 
the syntagma ‘psychotherapist’: 
 
 
  Noun           Noun 
 
 Noun  Noun    or   Verb  Suffix 
 
  [Verb           Suffix]     [Noun  Verb] 
 




 Where Lieber departs from Marchand is by alleging that the optimal way to 
determine the argument structure of synthetic compounds is through a ‘framework of 
lexical semantic representation that […] does not appeal to the internal structure of those 
compounds’ (p.48)71. Her framework consists in analyzing the skeleton and body of each 
constituent of the compound and adding to this framework a simple principle of co-
indexation, which she describes as follows: 
 
  In a configuration in which semantic skeletons are composed, co-index the 
 highest non-head argument with the highest (preferably unindexed) head 
 argument.   
 
 The principle of co-indexation ensures that the reference of the two constituents is 
completely identified. Although this principle does not intend to give evidence that a 
particular syntagma partakes of compounding, it is, however, able to provide sufficient 
information on how to interpret that syntagma semantically. The syntagmatic procedure 
consists in ‘putting together the lexical skeletons of the two stems in a relationship of 
sisterhood’ (Lieber, p.49)72. 
 
 In theoretical terms, here is what the skeleton and body representations are: 
 
 The skeleton representation is meant to be the same for all interpreters. It has a 
formal structure. Its two main features are [material] and [dynamic]. Lieber specifies that 
both features are equipolent (they are positive or negative) and privative (they may be 
present or absent from the representation). The feature [+material] defines a concrete 
substance as opposed to [-material], which defines an abstract substance. The feature 
[+dynamic] defines an event, as opposed to [-dynamic], which defines a state. 
 
 The body representation may vary from one interpreter to another. It has a 
spontaneous structure, and it is similar to the componential analysis that is being 
performed for the purpose of a metaphorical transfer. It is meant to be made up of 
denotative as well as connotative features, which I have previously referred to as major 
and minor semantic components. Furthermore, this representation may be more or less 
detailed depending on the semantic information that may be obtained from the 
constituent.  
 
      In practical terms, should we use the complex derivative ‘hippocamp’ from Greek 
ἵππος ‘horse’ and κάµπος ‘sea-monster’, we would end up with this: 
 
 
 skeleton [+material ([i    ])]   [+material ([i     ])] 
                                            /-hipp-/            /-camp-/ 
 
   body  <land animal>    <marine animal> 
   <identified by its mane>  <fabulous> 
   <liable to be ridden>   <of tremendous size>  
   <hoofed>    <inspires fear>   
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 In this framework, we co-index the highest non-head argument [+material            
([i    ])] with the highest head argument [+material ([i     ])]. However, the skeleton and 
body representations of the two constituents /-hipp-/ and /-camp-/ are not similar enough 
to allow for complete identification of a single referent. Lieber confesses that in most 
cases of endocentric compounds73, co-indexing will thus have a ‘weaker effect’. For lack 
of finding some commonality between the two referents, the interpreter will have to 
determine the most plausible relation between the modifier and the head. This issue sends 
us back to Part III. B. on Warren’s connecting links. 
 With synthetic compounds, co-indexation is a two-step process. Firstly, we must 
co-index the highest argument of the deverbal constituent with the referential argument74 
of the suffix. Secondly, we must co-index the referential argument of the modifier with 
the next available argument of the head. Taking the synthetic compound ‘psychologist’ as 
an example, we would end up with this: 
 
 /-ist-/ 
 [+material, dynamic ([     ], <deverbal constituent>)] 
 
 /-therap-/ 
 [+dynamic ([    ], [    ])] 
 
 /-therapist-/ 
 [+material, dynamic ([i     ], [+dynamic ([i    ], [    ])])] 
  
 
 skeleton [-material ([j    ])]  [+material, dynamic ([i     ], [+dynamic ([i    ], [j    ])])]  
                                 /-psych-/                          /-ist-/         /-therap-/ 
 
 In this framework, we co-index the highest argument of the deverbal constituent   
[+dynamic ([i     ], [      ])] with the referential argument of the suffix [+material, dynamic  
([i     ])]. In order for the concatenation of the two constituents /-psych-/ and /-therapist-/ to 
occur, we co-index again the referential argument of the modifier [-material ([j    ])] with 
the next available argument of the head [+material, dynamic ([i   ], [+dynamic ([i   ],         
[j   ])])]. 
 As addressed in Part II. C., the problem is that ‘psychotherapist’, as the 
compounding of the semiotic unit /-psych-/ and the lexical unit ‘therapist’, is quite 
unique. The vast majority of synthetic compounds with quasi-lexemes are formed with 
heads that have no direct access to discourse. For example, ‘anthropophagist’ is not the 
concatenation of the semiotic unit /-anthrop-/ and the lexical unit ‘phagist’, but is rather 
perceived as being formed all at once (e.g. /-anthrop-/ + /-phag-/ + /-ist-/). Lieber’s theory 
would have to account for two simultaneous co-indexings; in other words, the referential 
argument of the modifier is co-indexed with the highest argument of the deverbal 
constituent, and the next available argument of the deverbal constituent is co-indexed 






 [+material ([     ])], [([<head>])] 
  
 /-ist-/ 
 [+material, dynamic ([     ], <deverbal constituent>)] 
 
 /-phag-/ 
 [+dynamic ([    ], [    ])] 
 
 skeleton [+material ([i    ])]  [+material, dynamic ([i     ], [+dynamic ([i    ], [i    ])])]  
                                /-anthrop-/                        /-ist-/          /-phag-/ 
 
 However, since simultaneous co-indexing does not help us discern the intuitively 
more plausible basic structure (e.g. /-anthrop- + -phag-/ + /-ist-/ or /-anthr-/ + /-phag- +    
-ist-/), we can deal with ‘anthropophagist’ at the level of the underlying sentence as I 
have previously shown. To put it differently, since the principle of co-indexation is 
primarily about capturing the argument representation, I suggest that although ‘phagist’ is 
not an independent lexical unit, it may be rendered as ‘he eats’, exactly like ‘therapist’ is 
rendered as ‘he heals’75. I would even surmise that the suffix /-ist-/, as an agentive suffix, 
is always the external argument in relation to any deverbal constituent. From that point, 
we may expect ‘anthropophagist’ to have the exact same co-indexing as 
‘psychotherapist’: 
 
 skeleton [+material ([j    ])]  [+material, dynamic ([i     ], [+dynamic ([i    ], [j    ])])]  
                                /-anthrop-/                       /-ist-/         /-phag-/ 
 
 Another problem concerns synthetic compounds that have ‘split heads’, as 
testified by ‘misogynist’, in which there is no contiguity between the deverbal constituent 
and the suffix. Here is how the principle of co-indexation would treat this syntagma: 
 
 /-ist-/ 
 [+material, dynamic ([     ], <deverbal constituent>)] 
 
 /-mis-/ 
 [-dynamic ([    ], [    ])] 
 
 /-mis-[–]-ist-/ 
 [+material, dynamic ([i     ], [-dynamic ([i    ], [    ])])] 
  
 skeleton [+material ([j    ])]  [+material, dynamic ([i     ], [-dynamic ([i    ], [j    ])])]  
                                   /-gyn-/                          /-ist-/          /-mis-/ 
 
 Other than proving the correct argument structure between morphemes, the 
principle of co-indexation has no means of predicting what the constituent order should 
be. It would have been interesting indeed to show the reason why a formation like 
‘gynomisist’ is ruled out76. 
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 In Part II. C., I also discussed the fact that the internal argument may be indirect, 
as a result of being bound to an intransitive verb. For example, the Greek verb δραµειν ‘to 
race’ is prone to make synthetic compounds in which the internal argument is indirect. As 
I mentioned before, /-hipp- + -drom-/ can be glossed as ‘one races with a horse’. 
However, in light of Lieber’s theory, the problem with such arguments is that if they are 
not core arguments, or ‘obligatory arguments’, then they are not internal arguments at all, 
and they ought to be considered oblique arguments, or ‘adjuncts’.    
 Elizabeth Selkirk (1982) claims that any compound whose deverbal constituent 
governs an oblique argument rather than a core argument is, by definition, a pseudo 
synthetic compound. Lieber agrees with that perspective, since her principle of co-
indexation is meant to account for compounds with obligatory arguments, namely, 
external and internal arguments. Therefore, compounds such as ‘hippodromist’, whose 
deverbal constituent is an intransitive verb and whose argument is oblique, fall 
systematically into the category of pseudo synthetic compounds and are ruled out of 
Lieber’s theory.  
 At this point, if we take the quasi-lexeme /-mach-/ from Greek µἀχεσθαι ‘to fight’, 
we find out that it may be used both transitively and intransitively, as the examples 
‘theomachist’ and ‘pyromachist’ testify. The syntagma ‘theomachist’ from Greek θεός 
‘god’ is a synthetic compound, which may be glossed as ‘he fights the gods’. The 
syntagma ‘pyromachist’ from Greek πῦρ, πυρός ‘fire’ is a pseudo synthetic compound, 
which may be glossed as ‘he fights with fire’, and its oblique argument is a prepositional 
phrase, which indicates a means. Therefore, ‘theomachist’, but not ‘pyromachist’, may be 
tested with Lieber’s principle of co-indexation.  
 
 /-ist-/ 
 [+material, dynamic ([     ], <deverbal constituent>)] 
 
 /-mach-/ 
 [+dynamic ([    ], [    ])] 
 
 /-machist-/ 
 [+material, dynamic ([i     ], [-dynamic ([i    ], [    ])])] 
  
 skeleton [-material ([j    ])]  [+material, dynamic ([i     ], [+dynamic ([i    ], [j    ])])]  
                                   /-the-/                          /-ist-/          /-mach-/ 
 
 As for the syntagma /-gigant- + -mach/, which may be glossed as ‘giants fight’, 
we gather that there is no internal argument involved in that formation; instead, the first 
constituent turns into an external argument, and the deverbal constituent is used 
intransitively. In that respect, a compound like ‘*gigantomachist’ is alexical in so far as 
it is made up of two agents. With vernacular compounds, we would solve this issue by 
substituting the agentive suffix with a patientive suffix, such as /-ee/, and co-indexing 
would look like this: 
 
          *skeleton [+material ([j    ])]  [+material, dynamic ([i     ], [+dynamic ([j    ], [i     ])])]  
                                 /-gigant-/                          /-ee-/          /-mach-/ 
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 However, no such patientive suffix exists within quasi-lexemic syntagmas. 
Instead, what is being derived is a suffix that plays no role in argument structure but 
merely indicates the lexical category to which the syntagma belongs (e.g. ‘gigantomachy’ 
is a noun, ‘gigantomachize’ is a verb, etc.). 
 
 To summarize, when it comes to quasi-lexemic syntagmas, Lieber’s principle of 
co-indexation may be applied to only one paradigma77: 
 
     skeleton [+/-material ([j    ])]  [+material, dynamic ([i     ], [+/-dynamic ([i    ], [j    ])])]78  
                  /internal argument/      /external argument/         /deverbal constituent/ 
 
 In this paradigma, the external argument which may be /-ist-/ but also /-er/79, /-or/, 
/-ian/, /-e/ or /-ø/ is always represented as [+material, dynamic ([   ], <deverbal 
constituent>)]80. 
 The deverbal constituent may be [+dynamic ([    ], [    ])] like /-mach-/ or              
[-dynamic ([       ], [        ])] like /-mis-/. 
 The internal argument may be [+material ([      ])] like /-gyn-/ or [-material ([     ])] 
like /-psych-/. 
 
 In addition to this, although Lieber’s principle does not allow the interpreter to 
evaluate the constituent order, the reality is that the head of the synthetic compound may 
be made up of continuous morphemes (e.g. /-anthrop- + -phag- + -ist-/) or discontinuous 
morphemes (e.g. /-mis- +  -gyn- + -ist-/).  
 Despite the fact that Lieber’s principle of co-indexation requires the suffixal 
external argument of a synthetic compound to be agentive, once it has passed the test of 
agentivity, it may be further derived or substituted with another suffix that will assign 
that compound an appropriate lexical category without depriving it of its synthetic nature. 
However, to be called a synthetic compound, a syntagma must be made up of an internal 
argument governed by a deverbal constituent. Any compound with a deverbal constituent 
that does not fit in the aforementioned paradigma is, by definition, a pseudo synthetic 
compound, which does not lend itself to Lieber’s theory. At this point, let us examine the 
extensibility of the paradigma with the prototypical deverbal constituents /-graph-/ and   
/-phil-/.  
 To start out, should we test the compound ‘photographer’ from Greek φῶς, φωτός 
‘light’ and γράφειν ‘to write’, we would end up with this: 
 
     skeleton [-material ([    ])]  [+material, dynamic ([     ], [+dynamic ([    ], [    ])])]  
   /-phot-/       /-er/                      /-graph-/  
               /oblique argument/    /external argument/       /deverbal constituent/ 
  
 We may conclude that ‘photographer’ does not fit in the paradigma, since the 
quasi-lexeme /-phot-/ is not an internal but an oblique argument. Therefore, it is a pseudo 
synthetic compound. Also, this example predicts that the deverbal constituent /-graph-/ 
can only produce pseudo synthetic compounds, since it stems from a strictly intransitive 
verb, and no direct object can participate in the argument structure.  
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 We can draw the diagram of all the pseudo synthetic compounds with /-graph-/ as 
their deverbal constituent, as follows: 
 
skeleton [+/-material ([    ])]  [+material, dynamic ([     ], [+dynamic ([    ], [    ])])]  
  /-ge-/                   /-er/                                  /-graph-/  
                        /-heli-/                             /-ist-/ 
             /-hygr-/ 
             /-lith-/ 
  /-phon-/ 
  /-porn-/  




    /oblique argument/    /external argument/       /deverbal constituent/ 
 
 In comparison, the compound ‘philosopher’ from Greek φίλειν ‘to love’ and 
σοφός ‘occult science’ would be rendered as: 
 
      skeleton [-material ([j    ])]  [+material, dynamic ([i     ], [-dynamic ([i    ], [j    ])])]  
                /-soph-/        /-er/                        /-phil-/  
               /internal argument/    /external argument/       /deverbal constituent/ 
 
 The syntagma ‘philosopher’ fits in the paradigma, since the quasi-lexeme /-soph-/ 
is indeed the internal argument. Therefore, it is a synthetic compound. Also, this example 
predicts that the deverbal constituent /-phil-/ can only produce synthetic compounds, 
since it stems from a strictly transitive verb whose direct object participates in the 
argument structure.  
 
 We can draw the diagram of all the synthetic compounds with /-phil-/ as their 
deverbal constituent, as follows: 
 
skeleton [+/-material ([    ])]  [+material, dynamic ([     ], [+dynamic ([    ], [    ])])]  
  /-bibli-/                           /-ist/              /-phil-/ 
  /-hydr-/       /-e/                                     
  /-log-/       /-ø/   
                        /-Russ-/81                             
             /-therm-/       
             /-zo-/ 








 At this point, the agentive suffix /-er/ in ‘philosopher’ may be substituted with a 
non-agentive suffix (e.g. ‘philosophy’, ‘philosophize’, etc.), and nowise can that 
compound lose its synthetic nature:    
 
       skeleton [-material ([j    ])]  [+material, dynamic ([i     ], [-dynamic ([i    ], [j    ])])]  
               /-soph-/            /-y/                /-phil-/  
            /-ize/ 
                 /-ic- + -al- + -ly/ 
                 /internal argument/                    /deverbal constituent/ 
 
 
            /implicit external argument/ 
 
  
Unfortunately, the presence of agentive suffixes /-ist-/, /-er/, /-or/, /-ian/, /-e/, or   
/-ø/ is not necessarily evidence of synthetic compounding, since not only are they used 
with pseudo synthetic compounds (e.g. ‘hippodromist’, ‘chiropractor’, ‘geographø’, etc.), 
but also with simple derivatives (e.g. ‘dentist’, ‘factor’, ‘historian’, etc.), and with 
complex derivatives (e.g. ‘anthropomorphist’)82.  
As I discussed before, Marchand (1969) demonstrates that in the case of a 
synthetic or pseudo synthetic compound, the constituents have an explicit syntactic 
relation. In other words, ‘philosopher’ may be glossed as ‘he loves the occult science’ 
and ‘hippodromist’ may be glossed as ‘he races with horses’. Conversely, in the case of a 
simple or complex derivative, the constituents have an implicit syntactic relation. In other 
words, at the level of the underlying sentence, the unexpressed verbal element must be 
recovered. For example, the simple derivative ‘dentist’ may be glossed as ‘he treats 
teeth’. Likewise, the complex derivative ‘anthropomorphist’ may be glossed as ‘he 
attributes the shape of a man’83. In addition to the fact that simple and complex 
derivatives have an unexpressed verbal element, they differ from synthetic and pseudo 
synthetic compounds in that when their agentive suffix /-ist-/ is substituted with another 
suffix that does not participate in the argument structure at the level of the underlying 
sentence, they lose their unexpressed verbal element. For example, ‘dental’ is not glossed 
as ‘related to one who treats teeth’ but as ‘related to teeth’. Similarly, 
‘anthropomorphous’ is not glossed as ‘related to one who attributes the shape of a man’ 
but as ‘related to the shape of a man’.  
  This observation predicates that at the level of underlying sentence, the agentive 
suffix /-ist-/ participates in the argument structure of ‘dentist’, but with the adjectival 
suffix /-al-/, the argument structure of ‘dental’ is lost. Likewise, the agentive suffix /-ist-/ 
participates in the argument structure of ‘anthropomorphist’, but with the adjectival suffix 
/-ous-/, the argument structure of ‘anthropomorphous’ is also lost. Therefore, if, in a non-
verbal syntagma whose agentive suffix is substituted with a non-agentive suffix, there is 
no more argument structure at the level of the underlying sentence, then we may 
conclude that the non-agentive suffix becomes a mere indicator of the lexical category of 




 However, the issue of argument structure within complex derivatives is more 
intricate when metasemous processes come into play in such formations. As I have 
discussed earlier, it is common for syntagmas with quasi-lexemes to undergo a 
metonymy or a metaphor as ‘pachyderm’ and ‘dinosaur’ prove. In ‘pachyderm’, from 
Greek παχύς ‘thick’ and δέρµα ‘skin’, I have argued that the qualifier [X + Y] 
complements the head Z in so far as Z has [X + Y]; conversely in ‘dinosaur’ from Greek 
δεινός ‘terrible’ and σαύρα ‘lizard’, the qualifier [X + Y] parallels the head Z in so far as 
Z is [X + Y]. In these syntagmas, there is no need to have an agentive suffix, since the 
head /-ø/ is thematic.  
In the framework of Lieber’s lexical semantic representation, the presence or 
absence of a zero-morpheme at the level of the morphological structure is not a problem, 
because complex derivatives like ‘pachyderm’ and ‘dinosaur’ are treated like endocentric 
compounds, regardless of their further metasemous processes and suffixal derivations. 
This is the reason why the skeleton and body representations of any similar two-
constituent complex derivative follow the structure: 
 
 skeleton [+/-material ([i    ])]   [+/-material ([i     ])] 
                                                 X               Y 
 
   body  < … >     < … > 
   < … >     < … > 
  < … >     < … >  
  
 Thus, the principle of co-indexation merely consists in tying together the 
underived constituents (in the present case, the ‘semiotic units’), in order to account for 
their referential integration at the primal stage. Once the separate referents are tied 
together, metasemous and derivational processes can occur without altering the initial 
lexical semantic representation. For example, ‘pachyderm’ would be treated like this: 
 
 skeleton [-material ([i    ])]   [+material ([i     ])] 
                                            /-pach-/            /-derm-/ 
 
   body  <attribute>    <natural> 
   <of extension between sides>  <layer of tissue> 
   <indicates abundance>  <outer covering of the body> 
      
 Complete identification of reference is not always obvious, but using 
encyclopedic knowledge, we gather that, in this case, the skin is characterized by 
thickness. The next stage is the metonymical transfer from ‘thick skin’ to the mammal 
itself: 
 
  Z has /-pach- + -derm-/  






 After the metonymical transfer comes the suffixal derivation:  
 
                        pachydermø                   pachydermoid 
       
                /-pach- + -derm-/84 
 
 
      
     pachydermal 
     pachydermic 
     pachydermous 
 
 
 As for ‘dinosaur’, here is how it would be treated: 
 
 skeleton [-material ([i    ])]   [+material ([i     ])] 
                                            /-din-/            /-saur-/ 
 
   body  <character trait>   <animal> 
   <gigantic>    <reptilian> 
   <inspires fear>   <lives in wall cracks>  
     
 
 Once again, using encyclopedic knowledge, we gather that, in this case, the lizard 
looks terrible. The next stage is the metaphorical transfer from ‘terrible lizard’ to the 
prehistoric animal itself: 
 
 /-saur-/    [Sememe]                          dinosaur            [Sememe]    
      unextinct animal      extinct animal 
      reptilian        reptilian 
      lives in cracks                            has a gigantic size   
          has an elongated body     inspires fear 
      characterized by a scaly hide    oviparous   
                                     thrives in hot weather     etc. 
      etc.           
 
                      
 In terms of prototypicality, the quasi-lexeme /-saur-/ serves as the basis for the 
lexical formation of various prehistoric orders, which all share the same vehicle, such as: 
 
   brontosaur                is                thundering           lizard 




   pterosaur                is                  winged               lizard 
              tenor                    ground               vehicle 
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 After the metaphorical transfer comes the suffixal derivation:  
 
                                                 
       /-din- + -saur-/ 
 
 
                     dinosaurø                                             dinosaurian 
   
   
 Liebers concedes that with dvandvas, the referential integration of constituents is 
easier, because the skeleton and body representations are sufficiently similar. Should we 
take ‘androgynous’, we would end up with this: 
 
 skeleton [+material ([i    ])]   [+material ([i     ])] 
                                            /-andr-/            /-gyn-/ 
 
   body  <human being>   <human being> 
   <endowed with mind>  <endowed with mind> 
   <bipedous>    <bipedous>   
   <can beget offspring>   <can bear offspring> 
  
 
 In this case85, no metasemous transfer is needed, only suffixal derivation: 
 
                          androgyne, n.                   andronynism 
                   androgyny   
                 /-andr- + -gyn-/ 
 
 
      
     androgynal 
     androgyne, adj. 
     androgynic 
     androgynous 
 
  
 By and large, I would maintain that, although this lexical semantic representation 
developed by Lieber may be useful with dvandvas86, it proves insufficient with primary 
compounds (or with complex derivatives) whose constituents are generally so dissimilar 
in skeleton and body that their possible semantic relations are manifold. The interesting 
part of this representation lies in the fact that complex derivatives are treated like 
endocentric compounds, and that their subsequent metasemous processes do not alter the 
initial referential integration of constituents at the primal stage. With synthetic 
compounds, co-indexation opens the way to interpret the argument structure at the level 
of the underlying sentence, while restricting, at the same time, the definition of a 
synthetic compound to a syntagma in which the deverbal constituent obligatorily governs 
an internal argument.   
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CONCLUSION 
   
 
 In the lexicographical tradition, combining forms are elements of Greek or Latin 
origin that typically combine with each other to make up compound lexical units. The 
present analysis has shown that combining forms actually cover several varieties of 
bound morphemes and that each of these varieties has its own set of formal, 
distributional, and segmental properties. My interest in the variety called ‘quasi-lexemes’ 
stems from the fact that not only do they share semantic features with the vernacular 
lexicon of English, but, unlike other varieties of combining forms, they also form 
prototypes that lend themselves to continuous lexical development. Marchand (1969) 
maintains that ‘In English […] most learned, scientific or technical words are formed on 
the morphological basis of Latin or Greek’ (p.7). 
 In terms of the morphemic category to which they belong, it is defended by Amiot 
and Dal (2007), among others, that quasi-lexemes are not affixes, although they may 
sometimes be assimilated with affixes by undergoing a process of grammaticalization. 
Likewise, they are not complete lexemes, because of their boundness, but, at the level of 
the underlying sentence, the two of them constitute the same syntactic division of primary 
and synthetic compounds and the same semantic division of endocentric and exocentric 
compounds.   
 The protolexicality of quasi-lexemes has led me to consider them semiotic rather 
than lexical units. I have observed that, as semiotic units, they could have access to 
discourse only by being in syntactic relations with other morphemes in order to form 
derived or compound lexical units. However, the semantic interpretation of quasi-lexemic 
formations requires that they should be glossed vernacularly. 
 The first step, which gave the most tangible results, has been Warren’s (1988) 
analysis of the implied connecting links between constituents. The approach, which 
follows Allen’s (1978) Variable R Condition, is more empirical than theoretical. Yet it 
has shown that compounds with quasi-lexemes may also be inherently ambiguous with 
regard to the semantic relations between their constituents. However, rather than 
presuming that there is an endless number of possible connecting links, Warren argues in 
favor of a limited set of connecting links and that each compound may be positively 
glossed by means of a contextual knowledge allied with the interpreter’s individual 
competence.  
 The second step, which gave mediocre results, has been to test whether or not 
formations with quasi-lexemes follow at all the pattern of compounding. At the outset, 
the problem is to find an adequate definition of compounding. Although traditional 
linguistics claims that compounding simply means concatenation, Ten Hacken (1999) 
narrows its definition down to a headed syntagma in which the semantic relation between 
constituents must be inherently ambiguous. The drawback when adopting such a radical 
position is to figure out where syntagmas that are not headed or syntagmas that do not 
display semantic ambiguity should fit. The conclusion to Ten Hacken’s theory is that the 
semiotic character of quasi-lexemes does not impair their potential to form compounds, 
and that syntagmas with quasi-lexemes pass the test of compounding wherever their 
counterpart with complete lexemes also do. 
 
 88 
   The third step, which gave moderate results, has been to interpret the syntactic 
relations between constituents by capturing the argument structure of compounds. While 
Ten Hacken’s focus is of a semantic nature, which is a legitimate approach to adopt with 
constituents that have implicit syntactic relations and unexpressed verbal elements, 
Lieber’s (2004) theory of co-indexation brings forth answers to semantic issues by 
studying the syntax of synthetic compounds. In the same manner that Ten Hacken 
restricts primary compounds to a limited set of syntagmas, Lieber restricts synthetic 
compounds to syntagmas with a double argument structure in which the second argument 
is an internal argument. Once again, it would have been appropriate to explain why the 
arbitrariness of an oblique argument in a pseudo synthetic compound rules out its 
potential to be co-indexed, and in what paradigma a pseudo synthetic compound actually 
fits. Nevertheless, co-indexing, by tying together separate referents into one, has shown 
that, contrary to vernacular compounds, compounds with quasi-lexemes lend themselves 
to a single paradigma in which only a suffix can play the role of external argument 
regardless of the position of the other constituents. This compels me defend that quasi-
lexemes tend to participate in compounding in a more restrained and conventional way 
than complete lexemes.   
  




















































The following glossary is divided into six columns: 
 
 
Column 1 [Quasi-lexeme] 
 
I indicate quasi-lexemes with hyphens on each side to emphasize the fact that each quasi-
lexeme has the potential to occur in the initial or final position in a syntagma. Of course, 
the examples will testify whether or not the respective quasi-lexeme has actually been 
lexicalized in both positions. When two quasi-lexemes are listed next to each other and 
separated with a comma, this represents an allomorph (allomorphs are used in 
complementary distribution). Also, the label [var.] denotes another form of the same 
quasi-lexeme. 
 
Column 2 [Date] 
 
I indicate the date when the quasi-lexeme was used for the first time in a syntagma in 
English. This date occasionally coincides with the date of productivity of the quasi-
lexeme, that is to say, the date when the quasi-lexeme was generated into a neoclassical 
compound (cf. Part II. A.).  
 
Column 3 [Origin] 
 
I indicate whether the quasi-lexeme is of Greek or Latin origin. If it stems from both 
Greek and Latin, then I list only the original etymon. 
 
Column 4 [Meaning] 
 
I indicate the meaning that the quasi-lexeme has within syntagmas. Note that this is not 
necessarily the meaning of the Greek or Latin etymon. In cases of polysemy, I separate 
the meanings with a semicolon.  
 
Column 5 [Examples] 
 
I indicate by means of examples if the quasi-lexeme is lexicalized in the initial and/or 
final position of a syntagma. In each syntagma, I have bolded the quasi-lexeme in order 
to facilitate its identification.  
 
Column 6 [Sources] 
 
I indicate in which of the three major general dictionaries the quasi-lexeme may be 
found, be it as a semiotic unit or in a syntagma. The sources are the Oxford English 
Dictionary (OED), the American Heritage Dictionary (AHD) and the Webster’s Third 









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































-cleid- [var. -clid-], -cleist-        













































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































-esthes- [var. -aesthes-],       
-esthesi- [var. -aesthesi-],    



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































-hem- [var. -haem-],            



























































































































































































































































































































































































forest; wood  
 




























































































































































































































































































nut; nucleus of a cell 
 





-kin- [var. -cin-], -kine- 
 -kinemat- [var. -cinemat-],  
-kines- [var. -cines-],  











































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































-phan-, -phanc-, -phaner-,    
-phant-, -phantasm-,             









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































-pne- [var. -pnoe-],              
























-poe- [var. -poie-], -poes- 




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































fire, heat; fever 
 
pyromancy, ochropyra, 

































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































tarsus of the foot; 






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































vās, vāsculum  
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1 The term ‘Greek’ is obviously referring to ‘ancient Greek’.  
2 This excerpt is from ‘Quaestiones in Heptateuchum’, Book II, section 80, which was 
written between 419 and 420. 
3 There is a distinction to be made between lexical categories (e.g. noun, verb, adjective, 
etc.) and morphemic categories (e.g. affix, lexeme, etc.). 
4 For reference, a glossary of quasi-lexemes complements the analytical section of this 
dissertation. 
5 The original quote is: ‘Nous apppelons lexème […] l’entité linguistique qui sert de base 
aux RCL’. 
6 This is contradicted by examples like nano- and pico-, which according to Tournier 
(1991) where adopted in 1947 at the 14th Conference of the International Union of 
Chemists. 
7 From a diachronic perspective, grammaticalization is a process whereby a word loses its 
lexical status in favor of a functional status. The opposite phenomenon is called 
lexicalization, which means both turning a grammatical morpheme into a lexical 
morpheme and listing that lexical morpheme in the dictionary, although the second 
meaning pertains more to the lexicographical tradition. 
8 I refer to an affix as being terminal when it ends the derivational chain, or in other 
words, when it does not allow further derivation. 
9 It may be argued that the prefix -par- in ‘paraesthesia’ has been morphologically and 
semantically unified to the quasi-lexeme -aesthes- to the extent that ‘paraesthesia’ is no 
longer perceived as a prefixed quasi-lexeme. This would justify the unusual position of 
the prefix in ‘acroparaesthesia’. 
10 With Greek constituents, the interfix -o- may sometimes be substituted with the interfix 
-a- (e.g. genealogy), -e- (e.g. telepathy), or -y- (e.g. tachycardy). With Latin constituents, 
the interfix -i- may sometimes be substituted with the interfix -a- (e.g. ‘aquanaut’), -o- 
(e.g. mentolabial), or  -u- (e.g. ‘quadrumanous’). Once again, the position I have adopted 
is that the choice of the interfix -a-, -e-, -i-, -o-, -u-, or -y- may have been influenced in 
one way or another by the morphology of the genitive case in Greek or Latin for each 
left-hand constituent of a composite, yet it is not etymologically justified as being an 
intrinsic part of that constituent.  
11 This paleo-lexeme has only one known prefixal derivation: refute. The lexeme 
‘confute’ is a case of blend: con- +[re]fute > confute.  
12 From Latin parāre, which means ‘to make ready’. It has to be distinguished with the 
paleo-lexeme -par- from Latin parēre ‘to appear’ (cf. second conjugation). 
13 From Latin spectāre, which means ‘to look’, frequentative of third conjugation 
spectere. 






                                                                                                                                            
15 In terms of morphemics, Gabriele Stein (1977) points out that ‘cases like conceive, 
deceive, receive have been repeatedly discussed in morphology and scholars disagree as 
to whether to regard these as monomorphemic or bimorphemic’ (p.143). In light of my 
analaysis, the answer I would give is that they are considered affixed lexical units and, 
therefore, bimorphemic units if we look at them from a diachronic perspective. However, 
from a strictly contemporary synchronic perspective, paleo-lexemes and their prefixes 
have merged into monomorphemic units and have become inseparable elements.    
16 Suffixes with no left-hand hyphen are terminal suffixes when bound to the paleo-
lexeme -ject-. The list is not meant to be exhaustive, but to give an idea of the manifold 
possibilities of suffixal derivation. 
17 The disyllabic paleo-lexemes are usually formed from alternate Latin stems such as a 
nominal case (e.g. -manat- in ‘emanation’ from emanatio) or a supine (e.g. -hibit- in 
‘exhibitive’ from exhibitum). The bottom line is that both have present infinitive forms 
emanāre (1st conjugation) and exhibēre (2nd conjugation), from which other Romanic 
languages like French will derive monosyllabic paleo-lexemes (e.g. -man- and -hib- in 
the verbs émaner and exhiber respectively). 
18 There is a verb ‘affricate’ (1891), which is back-derived from the noun ‘affrication’ 
(1706). 
19 The position I take is that composites with quasi-lexemes are bound to have an English 
suffix in order to form a complete lexeme, unless they keep their original Greek or Latin 
case inflection for the purpose of scientific nomenclature. The lexeme ‘helicopter’ is a 
French loanword, and it is likely that a graphic assimilation should have occurred to 
respect the phonic analogy between the two languages. Nonetheless, I will represent 
‘helicopter’ with a zero-suffix in order to corroborate the law of affix requirement 
developed in Part I. C.   
20 Both fracto-lexemes and elements of blends were part of a source lexeme at first.  
21 Beatrice Warren (1990) talks about secretion as a ‘process in which certain semantic 
elements in a linguistic unit are kept and others discarded’ (p.119). 
22 My perspective is that a blend is a variety of compound that is telescoped or 
superimposed rather than juxtaposed. 
23 I will confidently assert that infixation is a process that is used to connect bound 
lexemes that are juxtaposed. Blends are not juxtaposed. They are either telescoped or 
superimposed.  
24 I would say that the metasemous transfer is from ‘word’ to ‘science’. The quasi-lexeme 
-log- in ‘psychology’ refers to the discipline rather than to the person. The agentive suffix    
-ist would better render the meaning of ‘specialist’. 
25 This composite with quasi-lexemes was coined by the Vicomte Gustave de Ponton 
d’Amécourt in 1861. 
26 I will challenge this standpoint in Part III. A. 
27 A large number of composites that French borrowed from classical languages had their 
vernacular counterpart already established in the French lexicon. Cottez gives the 
example of ‘nécromancie’, which came to be in competition with the vernacular 
‘nigromance’ until the latter was eventually rejected. 
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28 However, in modern English, these suffixes have become somewhat obsolete and tend 
to be substituted with suffixes like -er, -ist, and -ian, which have long been naturalized in 
English. 
29 This excerpt is from ‘Bald’s Leechbook’, London, British Library, Royal 12, D. xvii,   
a medical handbook probably written around the tenth century. 
30 Hans Marchand (1969) speaks of neoclassical compounding as a word formation 
process on the basis of Neo-Latin, since ‘Neo-Latin comprises [Latin and] Greek patterns 
as well’ (p.7). 
31 His editor in chief ought to buy him a ‘glossoplasty’.  
32 The neoclassical compound ‘schizophrenia’ was produced in German before being 
borrowed by English. 
33 Incidentally, this constituent order is occasionally violated, as the example ‘onager’ 
shows (from the Greek ὄνος ‘ass’ and ἄγριος ‘wild’). 
34 I intentionally leave aside Robert Lees’s (1960) theory of transformational analysis, 
which does not seem to work when metasemous phenomena come into play, as it is often 
the case within compounding. Allen (1978) points it out by saying that ‘[…] although 
Lees can conceivably derive cart-wheel from wheel of a cart, his analysis has no bearing 
on the word cartwheel which refers to an acrobatic stunt’ (p.90).  
35 Although the concept of ‘underlying sentence’ or ‘kernel sentence’ is borrowed from 
Lees, who used it in the framework of his transformational theory, in Marchand’s own 
analysis, it is meant to gloss a derived or compound lexical unit as an active and unnegated 
clausal structure.  
36 In contrast with the lexicality of a complex structure, an elementary structure, which I 
represent between slashes, consists in dissecting a syntagma into its irreducible 
morphemic units in order to highlight their semioticity.  
37 It is preceded by ‘therapeutic’ (1541) and succeeded by ‘therapist’ (1886). 
38 Although I have advocated one entry form for each quasi-lexeme no matter what its 
position in a compound is, I must admit that there are quasi-lexemes whose morphology 
have been altered and require an allomorphic entry form. Thus, -bi- from Greek βίος is 
reduced to the phoneme -b- in ‘microbe’. 
39 Rather than being a haplological formation, I would say that ‘diplophobia’ must have 
undergone a paronymic attraction with ‘diplophonia’.  
40 In this regard, Bauer (1983) makes a sharp distinction between productivity, which 
‘concerns rule-governed processes’, and creativity, which is an ‘unpredictable, non-rule-
governed way of forming new lexemes’ (p.63). 
41 Incidentally, Tournier (1991) rightfully refers to this compound as being alexical. The 
quasi-lexeme -dont- does not exist. There is a quasi-lexeme -dent- of Latin origin and a 
quasi-lexeme -odont- of Greek origin, which both mean ‘tooth’. The quasi-lexeme           
-stomat- from Greek στόµα, στόµατος ‘mouth’ would have been more accurate. Also, 
since the quasi-lexemes -stomat- and -log- are of Greek origin, rather than resorting to     
-ped-, which is of Latin origin, the quasi-lexeme -pod- from Greek πούς, ποδός would 





                                                                                                                                            
42 Reduction does not occur at the level of the elementary structure, since simple semiotic 
units never stem from compound semiotic units. 
43 Notice that this is not valid for compound adjectives (e.g. bottle-green, lemon-yellow, 
sky-blue, etc.). 
44 Compounding and derivation describe processes. Compounds and derivatives describe 
the results of these respective processes. Therefore, a compound is a lexeme that has 
undergone compounding, and a derivative is a lexeme that has undergone derivation. 
45 Although the lexicalized formation is ‘dentiroster’, the last two phonemes have 
undergone metathesis as a result of a paronymous attraction with the vernacular 
derivative ‘rooster’.  For the purpose of our analysis of the elementary structure, I will 
restitute the semiotic unit /-rostr-/, which, concatenated with the semiotic unit /-dent-/, 
serves as the basis for other formations like ‘dentirostral’ and ‘dentirostrate’.  
46 Amiot and Dal’s concept of exponents of LCRs (exponents of ‘Lexeme Construction 
Rules’) is explained in Part I. A.  
47 Synthetic compounds whose deverbal constituents are left-handed have a split head. 
For example, the representation of an elementary structure like ‘misogynist’ would be:     
/-mis- + -ist-/ is the head of the compound /-mis- + -gyn- + -ist-/. 
48 Incidentally, as I already pointed out, these complex derivatives systematically undergo 
a metonymy, whereby the genus or the species is expressed by its characteristics. Hence, 
we do not assert that the mammal has ‘pachyderm’ or that the worm has ‘oligochaete’ 
but that it is a ‘pachyderm’ or that it is an ‘oligochaete’. I will develop the issue of 
metasemous transfer in Part III. C.  
49 Most of the complex derivatives are either classical formations borrowed from Greek 
or Latin through French, or they are neoclassical formations produced in French. My 
hypothesis is that these derivatives typically end with the morpheme -e in French, 
because they aim at conforming to the morphology of vernacular nominal formations. 
Once they enter the English lexicon, the morpheme -e is either retained (e.g. leptodactyle) 
or dropped (e.g. tetrapodø) based on morphophonological rules of assimilation. 
50 I will explain the primal and subsequent stages of complex derivation in Part III. C. 
51 The fact that a compound stricto sensu has an established referent does not mean that it 
is univocal when out of context. Therefore, it is clear that the level of relational 
ambiguity between the constituents is not what differentiates a compound stricto sensu 
from a fortuitous collocation. Their respective identities are solely based on whether they 
are integrated in the lexicon or not. As I pointed out earlier, the decisive factor that 
increases relational ambiguity is the transposition of a modifier from adjective to noun. 
52 The dominance implies that, hierarchically, there are meanings that prove more likely 
than others. 
53 The modifier may be a transposed noun as in ‘lithophyte’ or ‘coprolith’. 
54 Warren disagrees with Elizabeth Selkirk (1982) who, in line with Otto Jespersen 
(1942), asserts that a ‘general characterization of the relation is probably impossible and 
it would seem that virtually any relation between head and non-head is possible – within 
pragmatic limits, of course’ (p.23).  




                                                                                                                                            
56 A few historians have also argued in favor of a misinterpretation of Latin malus, which 
both means ‘evil’ and ‘apple’.   
57 In this case, the semiotic unit /-erythr-/ would become synonymous with /-ereuth-/, 
from Greek έρεύθειν, which means both ‘to blush’ or ‘to cause to blush’. 
58 I borrow the term ‘association of ideas’ from Tournier (1985). 
59 The syntagma /-phall- + -crat-/ further displays a shift in application from the 
‘government on man’ to the ‘government by man’.   
60 As a matter of fact, for the sake of physical resemblance, the semiotic unit /-hy-/, from 
Greek ὗς, ὑός ‘swine’, would have been a better vehicle for the metaphor. Therefore, 
rather than studying the physical resemblance, I argue that the question of prototypicality, 
according to which every single category has a representative that is more salient than 
others, may be playing an important part in selecting the ‘horse’ rather than any other 
mammal to be the vehicle of the metaphor. 
61 I refer to the ground as a ‘complement’ rather than as a modifier, because it is a 
morphological component that, in the case of a complex derivative, is necessary to 
complete the metaphor. 
62 Lexical elements are no less than lexical units that form a part in a syntagma. For 
example, ‘physiology’ is a compound lexical unit that becomes a compound lexical 
element in ‘psychophysiology’. 
63 I have intentionally left aside the minor case of dvandvas, which I will nonetheless 
subject to Lieber’s principle of co-indexation in Part IV. C. 
64 The nominal constituent λίθος ‘stone’ may be interpreted as an indirect internal 
argument comparable to a prepositional phrase, and the compound ‘lithoglyph’, out of 
context, may be glossed as ‘he carves with stones’ or ‘he carves on stones (as a support)’. 
65 Individuality is understood as ‘singleness’, as opposed to specificity, which is 
understood as ‘definiteness’.   
66 I am talking of a ‘semantic co-reference’, regardless of the possible gap in the syntactic 
structure. 
67 Incidentally, we may apply the same principle of collective versus individual 
interpretations to the vernacular syntagma ‘booklover’: 
 Paul is a book[i]lover. He claims they[i] are more interesting than movies. 
 Paul is a [booklover][i]. He claims it[i] is more interesting than movies (unless 
 ‘book’ has a specificity). 
68 For a first constituent to be non-referential in interpretation means that it is not used for 
the sake of its own specification. In that respect, most syntagmas in ‘berry’, in which the 
first constituent is a noun, do not follow the traditional pattern of compounding, since this 
first constituent has either an opaque specification (e.g. ‘goose’ in ‘gooseberry’) or it has 
no specification of its own (e.g. ‘cran’ in ‘cranberry’).  
69 In syntactic terms, to receive an argument interpretation means to be realized inside the 
maximal projection of a verb. 
70 In these tree structures, I presuppose that the head of the compound is indeed the right-





                                                                                                                                            
71 The significance of Lieber’s theory is that once we have defined which is the 
‘intuitively more plausible word structure for synthetic compound’ (p.48), there is no 
need for a transformational or movement analysis. Instead, a framework of lexical 
representation, with the addition of a principle of coindexation, should suffice to explain 
any compound interpretation.  
72 The weakness of Lieber’s framework of lexical semantic representation is that it does 
not provide a more specific procedure of how comparing the skeletons of each 
constituent may lead the interpreter to a clear interpretation of a compound. 
73 Although ‘hippocamp’ is not an endocentric compound (since Z is not a hyponym of 
Y), I will still look at (X + Y)qualifier as having an endocentric structure. Lieber herself 
asserts that exocentric compounds may be tested as endocentric primary compounds.   
74 When only one argument is available, it is referred to as the ‘referential argument’. 
75 Marchand himself argues that the ‘lexical independence of the second argument is a 
matter of secondary importance’ (p.17). For instance, a synthetic compound may consist 
of a head constituent that is an independent lexical unit (e.g. deer hunter, 
psychotherapist, etc.) or a head constituent that is a functional derivative (e.g. watch 
maker, anthropophagist, etc.). 
76 There may be a morphosyntactic impediment to the deverbal constituent /-mis-/ being 
right-handed. However, based on the fact that its antonym /-phil-/ produces synthetic 
compounds that have the potential to occur initially (e.g. philanthropist) or finally (e.g. 
bibliophilist) in a pattern of complementary distribution, I would argue that /-mis-/ 
should logically receive the same privilege. 
77 The term ‘paradigma’ comes from Greek παραδεικνύναι ‘to show side by side’. 
78 I would even postulate that this paradigma of synthetic compounds with quasi-lexemes 
is meant to be the same across languages. The example of ‘schizophrene’ (from Greek 
σχίξειν ‘to split’ and φρήν ‘mind’), which was initially produced in German, is no 
exception, although the underlying sentence bears witness of passivization (we may gloss 
the syntagma as ‘the mind is split’ rather than ‘he splits the mind’). Lieber confesses that 
in such cases of passivization, with the highest argument of the verb being eliminated, 
she is ‘not exactly sure how to represent this in lexical semantic terms’ (p.57). 
79 Since the agentive suffix /-er/ partakes of the argument structure of the syntagma, it 
cannot possibly occur in primary compounds or in complex derivatives. Therefore, the 
primary compound ‘onager’ cannot possibly have a split head divided as /-on- + -er/. In 
this example, borrowed from French onagre, the last two phonemes have undergone 
metathesis; therefore, the compound ‘onager’ can be explained as follows: /-on-/ is the 
head, /-agr-/ is the modifier and /-e/ is a suffix that merely indicates the lexical category 
of the syntagma.   
80 I leave aside minor agentive suffixes like /-ant/ (e.g. funambulant), which have become 
obsolete or like /-aster/ (e.g. astrologaster), which are infused with prejudiced 
connotations.   
81 Although its external argument is not a quasi-lexeme, the hybrid compound 





                                                                                                                                            
82 Incidentally, of all these agentive suffixes, /-ist-/ is the only one to be restricted to the 
function of agent. 
83 Leonhard Lipka (2002) exemplifies this point with the vernacular simple derivative 
‘novelist’. He argues that we may start with the underlying sentence ‘someone writes 
novels’ or introduce what Lees calls a ‘generalized verb’, such as ‘someone makes 
novels’ or ‘someone produces novels’. In either case, the suffix /-ist/ will always be the 
subject in the underlying sentence.   
84 Notice that the syntagma ‘pachydermia’ defined as an ‘abnormal physical condition 
whereby the skin hardens’ has not undergone a metonymical transfer but only a suffixal 
derivation. 
85 A metaphorical transfer is required when /-andr- + -gyn-/ is applied to the vegetable 
kingdom. 
86 It is useful only to a certain extent. For instance, it does not allow the interpreter to 
differentiate between a dvandva that blends the two constituents into one and a dvandva 
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